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1ILU4-040

WA
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

UTHOTES COVMISSION
IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION Docket No.

OF GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNI-
CATIONS COOQPERATIVE, INC,,
VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY, AND
KADOKA TELEPHONE COMPANY
FOR SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION
OF § 251(b)(2) OF THE COMMUNICA-
TIONS ACT OF 1934 AS AMENDED

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended
(“the Act”), 47 U.S.C. § 251(f)(2), South Dakota Codified Laws SDCL § 49-31-80, and
ARSD § 20:10:32:39, Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Tele-
phone Company, and Kadoka Telephone Company (collectively, “Petitioner”) hereby
respectfully petitions the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission (the “Commission”)
for a suspension or modification of the number portability requirement in Section
251(b)(2) of the Act.' Petitioner also requests an immediate suspension of Section
251(b)(2) pending this Commission’s consideration of the suspension request until six (6)
months following the Commission’s decision.

Section 251(b)(2) states that all local exchange carriers (“LECs”) have “[t]he duty

to provide, to the extent technically feasible, number portability in accordance with re-

! The petitioning companies are all affiliated and are filing collectively because they share operating sys-
tems and support, technology platforms, and office personnel. Additional costs pertaining to the shared

operating systems and support, technology platforms, and office personnel will be incurred if any one of
the three petitioning companies implements LNP.



quirements prescribed by the [Federal Communications] Commission.” The Federal
Communications Commission (“FCC”) established rules to implement local number
portability (LNP) by wireline carriers.’® Pursuant to those rules, portability between wire-
line carriers was limited to the LEC rate center. In a Memorandum Opinion and Order
and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking released on November 10, 2003,* the FCC
clarified the LECs’ obligations to provide LNP to wireless carriers and found that LECs
must implement LNP to allow porting to wireless carriers, even when the wireless carrier
does not have a point of interconnection or telephone numbers in the LEC’s affected rate
center. The FCC did not require porting from a wireless carrier to a wireline carrier,
however, when there is a “mismatch” in rate centers. Rather, the FCC instituted a rule-
making to examine how such porting can be accomplished.
II. SECTION 20:10:32:39 REQUIREMENTS

The following information is provided in accordance with Section 20:10:32:39 of
the Commission’s rules.

(1) The Petitioners are Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.
(“Golden West”), 415 Crown St., P.O. Box 411, Wall, South Dakota 57790, (605) 279-
2161; Vivian Telephone Company (“Vivian™), 415 Crown St., P.O. Box 411, Wall, South

Dakota 57790, (605) 279-2161; and Kadoka Telephone Company (“Kadoka™), 121 Main

247U.S.C. §251(b)(2).
*47CFR. §52.20 - § 52.33.

* Telephone Number Portability, Memorandum Opinion and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rule-
making, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 03-284 (rel. November 10, 2003) (“Order” or “FNPRM™).



Street, P.O. Box 220, Kadoka, South Dakota 57543, (605) 837-2211. The designated
contacts are:

George Strandell, General Manager, telephone number (605) 279-2161; and

Darla Pollman Rogers

Riter, Rogers, Wattier & Brown

P. O. Box 280

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Telephone (605) 224-7889

(2) Golden West currently provides basic local exchange service in 26 exchanges
and, as of December 1, 2003, had 18,505 access lines in service. Vivian currently pro-
vides basic local exchange service in 19 exchanges and, as of December 1, 2003, had
20,211 access lines in service. Kadoka currently provides basic local exchange service in
one exchange and, as of December 1, 2003, had 514 access lines in service.

(3) Petitioner seeks to suspend the local number portability obligations in 47
U.S.C. §251(b)(2) of the Act.

(4) Petitioner requests suspension of the LNP requirement until there is evidence
of demand for LNP and the per line cost of LNP is reduced. At a minimum, Petitioner
requests suspension until six (6) months following the FCC’s full and final disposition of
the issues associated with the routing of calls between wireline and wireless providers in
the Sprint Petition® and the porting interval and wireless to wireline porting in its pending

FNPRM, at which time Petitioner may need to seek further Section 251(£)(2) relief based

upon the economic impact of these decisions.

> In the Matter of Sprint Corp. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Routing and Rating of traffic
by ILECs, CC-Docket 01-92, Petition of Sprint, May 9, 2002 (“Sprint Petition ™).



Petitioner also requests immediate temporary suspension of the 251(b)(2) re-
quirement pending this Commission’s consideration of this request until six (6) months
following this Commission’s final decision.

(5) Petitioner requests that the suspension of Section 251(b)(2) be effective no
later than May 24, 2004. Petitioner requests that the temporary suspension of Section
251(b)(2) be effective immediately and in any event, no later than March 22, 2004.

(6) The information supporting this petition is contained on pages 4 through 17 of
this Petition.

(7) Petitioner requests that the Commission grant a temporary stay or suspension
of the local number portability requirements in Section 251(b)(2) of the Act.

III. BACKGROUND

In support of this petition for suspension or modification of the Order, Petitioner
respectfully submits that:

L. Golden West is a South Dakota corporation with its principal office lo-
cated at 415 Crown Street, Wall, South Dakota 57790. Golden West is engaged in the
provision of general telecommunications services in the State of South Dakota subject to
the jurisdiction of this Commission. Golden West currently provides basic local ex-
change service in 26 exchanges and, as of December 1, 2003, had 18,505 access lines in
service.

Vivian is a Colorado corporation registered as a foreign corporation in South Da-
kota, with its principal office located at 415 Crown Street, Wall, South Dakota 57790.

Vivian is engaged in the provision of general telecommunications services in the State of



South Dakota subject to the jurisdiction of this Commission. Vivian currently provides
basic local exchange service in 19 exchanges and, as of December 1, 2003, had 20,211
access lines in service.

Kadoka is a South Dakota corporation with its principal office located at 121
South Main Street, Kadoka, South Dakota. Kadoka is engaged in the provision of gen-
eral telecommunications services in the State of South Dakota subject to the jurisdiction
of this Commission. Kadoka currently provides basic local exchange service in one ex-
change and, as of December 1, 2003, had 514 access lines in service.

A list of Petitioner’s switches for which a suspension of LNP is requested is at-
tached as Exhibit 1A.

2. Petitioner has received requests to deploy LNP from Cellco Partnership
(dba Verizon Wireless), NE Colorado Cellular, Inc. (dba Viaero) and Western Wireless
Corporation (dba CellularOne). Direct points of interconnection only exist in a limited
number of Petitioner’s rate centers.

3. Golden West, Vivian and Kadoka are rural telephone companies as de-
fined in 47 U.S.C. § 153(37) and each provides telephone exchange service, including
exchange access, to fewer than 50,000 access lines, and serves a study area of fewer than
100,000 access lines. Section 251(f)(2) of the Act allows a rural local exchange carrier
with fewer than two percent (2%) of the subscriber lines installed in the aggregate na-

tionwide, (as of December 2002, approximately 188 million local telephone lines)® to pe-

8 See “Federal Communications Commission Releases Study on Telephone Trends”, FCC News Release
(rel. Aug. 7, 2003).



tition a state commission for a suspension or modification of the application of a re-
quirement provided by 47 U.S.C. § 251(b) and (c).

4. According to the provisions of 47 U.S.C. § 251(f)(2) and SDCL § 49-31-
80, the Commission shall grant a petition for suspension or modification to the extent
that, and for such duration as, the Commission determines that such suspension or modi-
fication:

(A)  isnecessary:

® to avoid a significant adverse economic impact on users of tele-
communications services generally;

(i)  to avoid imposing a requirement that is unduly economically bur-
densome; or

(iii)  to avoid imposing a requirement that is technically infeasible; and

(B) s consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.

5. Pursuant to the above, the Commission must grant a petition for suspen-
sion or modification if the Commission finds that any one of the three criteria set forth in
sub-part (A) of this statutory section is established and further finds that the suspension or
modification is consistent with the public interest, convenience and necessity.

6. Section 251(f)(2) of the Act requires the Commission to take final action
on this Petition within 180 days after receipt. Pending such action, pursuant to both fed-
eral and state law, the Commission is given express authorization to “suspend or stay en-

forcement of the requirement or requirements to which the petition applies with respect to

the petitioning carrier or carriers.” 47 U.S.C. § 251(f)(2) and SDCL 49-31-80.” The pro-

7 The Nebraska Public Service Commission granted a Motion for Interim Relief In the Matter of the Appli-
cation of Great Plains Communications, Inc., Blair, for Suspension or Modification of the Federal Com-
munications Commission Requirement to Implement Wireline-Wireless Number Portability Pursuant to 47
US.C. § 251 (H(2), Docket C-3096. The Hearing Officer found that, “the 180-day timeframe in which the



visions of ARSD § 20:10:32:39 reference the Commission’s authority under state statute
and specifically contemplate that the Commission may grant a “temporary stay” of the
“obligations the carrier seeks to suspend or modify” while its proceedings are pending.
Suspension of enforcement while the petition is pending allows for rational public policy
decision-making. In addition, future FCC Orders regarding wireless-to-wireline LNP ad-
dressing issues described in the FNPRM will allow the Commission and Petitioner to
assess the full impact (economic and technical) of implementing LNP.

7. The Order does not address issues relating to the routing of calls to ported
numbers in those cases in which no direct connections exist between carriers. In light of
current routing arrangements, Petitioner contends that it is infeasible to complete such
calls on a local, seven-digit dialed basis because Petitioner routes calls terminating out-
side its service territory, including calls to wireless carriers, to interexchange carriers. In
addition, when the Commission considers the initial and ongoing costs of LNP, Petitioner
believes the Commission will determine that such costs create an adverse economic im-
pact on telecommunications users and a requirement that is unduly economically burden-
some. The economic impact may be even more detrimental to Petitioner or its end users
if the FCC shortens the porting interval and/or forces LECs to absorb additional network
costs as contemplated by the FCC in its FNPRM. Absent full consideration of the afore-
mentioned issues, Petitioner contends that it is not consistent with the public interest,

convenience and necessity to expend the significant investment necessary to deploy LNP.

Commission must render its decision, and because of the number of applications filed with the Commission
seeking suspension under 47 U.S.C. § 251 (£)(2), it would be difficult for the Commission to hold an evi-
dentiary hearing and make its ruling on this and every application for suspension or modification of the
LNP requirement filed with the Commission prior to the May 24, 2004, deadline.”



Grant of this petition will permit the Commission to ensure that the public interest, con-
venience and necessity are not undermined as a result of unanswered implementation is-
sues associated with the provision of LNP.

IV. ARGUMENT

A. LNP Will Cause a Significant Adverse Economic Impact on
Users of Petitioner’s Telecommunications Services.

8. Section 251(f)(2) of the Act provides this Commission with the authority
to ensure that the uncertain state of federal law, with respect to LNP, does not have a sig-
nificant adverse economic impact on users of telecommunications services in the State of
South Dakota. The Act vests this Commission with authority to balance the requests for
LNP with the potential economic harm to telecommunication users. It is the Commis-
sion’s responsibility to determine whether implementation of LNP by Petitioner would
impose a significant adverse economic impact on telecommunication users in the Peti-
tioner service area.

0. Petitioner requests suspension of the LNP requirement in Section
251(b)(2) of the Act because, as shown in Exhibit 1, implementation of LNP would im-
pose a significant adverse economic impact on users of telecommunications services gen-
erally.® FCC rules allow recovery of certain LNP costs from end users through a monthly

surcharge imposed over a five-year recovery period.” Certain costs associated with LNP

® The costs as shown on Exhibit 1 represent the total costs of Golden West Telecommunications Coopera-
tive, Inc., Vivian Telephone Company, and Kadoka Telephone Company combined.

®47.CFR. § 52.33.



cannot be recovered through the end user LNP surcharge. These costs must be recovered,
if at all, through the LEC’s general rates and charges.

10.  Petitioner estimates that in order to implement LNP it will have recurring
and non-recurring costs as set forth in Exhibit 1 attached hereto and incorporated herein
by reference. Based on the projected implementation costs, Petitioner estimates that the
overall average increase in a subscriber’s local service cost that would result from LNP
implementation would equal $.38 per month for five years,'® an increase of 2% to 4%
based upon the range of current residential rates of $9.65 to $15.75 per line per month.
This estimated increase in the local service cost does not include any cost associated with
the provision of transporting calls to ported numbers outside of Petitioner’s local service
areas. In its Order, the FCC acknowledged that LNP raised certain routing issues for ru-
ral carriers where no direct connection exists. The FCC, however, found that these issues
did not need to be resolved in the LNP proceeding. Rather, the FCC indicated that they
would be addressed in a pending Petition for Declaratory Ruling filed by Sprint Corpora-
tion.' This creates a difficult dilemma with respect to LNP and the “public interest.”
Simply stated, installing direct connections will add significantly to the cost of LNP.
However, without direct connections, wireline subscribers who call a number that has
been ported to a wireless carrier will incur a toll charge for that call, even though such

calls previously were rated as local. This will occur primarily because the wireless carri-

1% The Applicant is reviewing these cost estimates and reserves the right to amend these estimates in the
future.

Y In the Matter of Sprint Corp. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Routing and Rating of traffic
by ILECs, CC-Docket 01-92, Petition of Sprint, May 9, 2002 (“Sprint Petition™).



ers’ points of interconnection are outside of Petitioner’s service territory. Therefore, calls
to these carriers are routed to the subscriber’s preferred interexchange carrier.

Petitioner estimates that transport to wireless carriers whose point of interconnec-
tion is located somewhere outside of Petitioner’s service area would cost $2.19 per month
for five years.'”> This would equal an increase in local rates of 14% to 23% for Peti-
tioner’s subscribers, based on the range of current monthly residential rates, of $9.65 to
$15.75 per line. In addition, there will be significant recurring costs after the five-year
period. An increase in cost of this magnitude would have a significant adverse economic
impact on users of telecommunications service in Petitioner’s service area. It should be
further noted that specifically in the service area of Kadoka the monthly increase with
transport would equal $12.61 per line, an increase of 131% over the current rate of $9.65.

Petitioner believes that the construction of transport facilities is not cost-
justified based on the potential traffic between Petitioner and each wireless carrier and
the potential for ported subscribers. If the facilities were cost-justified, the wireless carri-
ers most likely would have implemented direct connections with Petitioner as they have
in other areas of the country. Based on the projected traffic levels, it appears that the di-
rect facilities between Petitioner and the wireless carriers required for LNP would be
highly under-utilized and very inefficient. It should be noted that Western Wireless has

filed a petition at the FCC arguing that rate-of-return regulation should be eliminated for

' The FCC stated in footnote 75 of the Order, that a dispute as to which carrier is responsible for transport
costs when the routing point for the wireless carrier’s switch is located outside the wireline local calling

area in which the number is rated does not provide a reason to delay porting from wireline to wireless carri-
ers.

-10-



rural carriers like Petitioner, in part, because they are inefficient.’® It would be ironic if
Petitioner is forced to prop up Western Wireless and other wireless carriers by subsidiz-
ing facilities that these carriers have refused to pay for themselves.

The transport issue must be resolved to determine the full cost of LNP and the full
adverse economic impact on users of telecommunications in terms of unexpected toll
charges. As stated, the FCC has indicated that it will address this issue when it considers
the routing of calls between wireline and wireless carriers in the Sprint Petition proceed-
ing. Therefore, at a minimum, Petitioner should not be required to provide LNP until six
months after the FCC releases its decision on the Sprint Petition. This would allow Peti-
tioner to assess the cost impact of LNP in light of the FCC’s decision and either imple-
ment LNP or petition this Commission for a further suspension or modification of the
LNP requirement.

11.  Additional unknown costs of LNP could increase the financial burden.
The costs as set forth in Exhibit 1 do not include any cost associated with reducing the
porting interval as contemplated by the FCC in its FNPRM. Such reductions of the port-
ing interval may require Petitioner to make significant changes to its operations, thereby
increasing the cost to provide LNP.'* The costs as set forth in Exhibit 1 do not include
other costs that may be imposed on Petitioner as a result of other rulings by the FCC in its
FNPRM. The FCC has sought comment on how to facilitate wireless-to-wireline porting

where there is a mismatch between the rate center associated with the wireless number

1 See, Western Wireless Corporation Petition Jor Rulemaking to Eliminate Rate-of-Return Regulation of
Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers, RM 10822, at 18 and 20, filed October 30, 2003.
* FNPRM, para 45.

-11 -



and the rate center in which the wireline carrier seeks to serve the customer.!® The FCC
sought comment on the extent to which wireline carriers should absorb the cost of allow-
ing the customer with a number ported from a wireless carrier to maintain the same local
calling area that the customer has with the wireless service provider. The FCC further
sought comment on whether LECs should be required to provide LNP through foreign
exchange (“FX”) and “virtual FX” service.'® These proposals would also increase the
cost of LNP, however, it is not clear to what extent.

12.  Thus, until the FCC has released a final Order regarding the issues in its
FNPRM, Petitioner is unable to make a determination of its total costs to implement and
to provide LNP and is unable to determine the total economic impact on the users of tele-
communications service in its service area.

B. LNP Would Be Unduly Economically Burdensome for Petitioner

13.  Implementation of wireline-to-wireless LNP, under the current guidance
provided by the FCC, will be unduly economically burdensome for Petitioner. Any cost
not recovered through the end user LNP charge or carrier charge may have to be borne by
Petitioner. Granting Petitioner a suspension of the requirements of 47 U.S.C. § 251(b)(2)
pursuant to Section 251(£)(2) of the Act will avoid the imposition of a requirement upon
Petitioner that is unduly economically burdensome.

14.  The estimated costs of LNP, set forth in Exhibit 1, are presented on a per-

line basis. However, there is no certainty that LNP costs will be paid by current Peti-

1% 1d at para 42.

16 1t is not clear what “virtual FX” service would entail as the FCC did not define it and Petitioner offers no
such service.

-12 -



tioner subscribers. For example, there are potential issues concerning which costs will be
borne directly by the customer and which costs will be borne by Petitioner. Further, based
upon the substantial increase in the cost per line per month caused by LNP, there is no
guarantee that all such costs would ultimately be passed on to the end user in the form of
a rate increase. The potential costs that may be incurred by Petitioner would be unduly
economically burdensome.

15. As shown, LNP implementation could result in the assessment of a new
LNP surcharge on Petitioner’s telephone subscribers and could increase local rates.
These actions would make Petitioner’s service offering less competitive with the services
provided by wireless carriers. Wireless carriers already enjoy a number of competitive
advantages over wireline carriers. For example, because of their FCC licensed service
areas, wireless carriers have larger local calling areas, larger service territories, and more
potential customers to absorb the cost of LNP. By increasing the cost of service, LNP
would make wireline service even less competitive with wireless service.

16.  If the costs were assigned completely to the Petitioner subscribers, the
large size of the surcharge might cause a segment of the Petitioner customers to discon-
tinue service. The reduction in line count would not allow for the full recovery of LNP
costs, causing a negative impact on Petitioner’s revenue and laying the foundation for an
ever-escalating burden on the remaining network users to fund common network costs.

17.  Pursuant to the FCC’s Order, although wireline carriers have been ordered
to port numbers to wireless carriers when the wireless carrier has no point of interconnec-

tion or numbers in the LEC’s rate centers, the FCC does not require wireless carriers to

-13 -



port numbers under the same circumstances to wireline carriers. Thus the current porting
requirement 1s a one-way requirement — Petitioner can lose customers through porting to
the wireless carriers, but it cannot gain customers from them.

18.  Inlight of these implementation costs and the unresolved issues still pend-
ing before the FCC, the Commission’s suspension of the requirement on Petitioner to
provide wireline-to-wireless LNP is consistent with Section 251(f)(2)(A)(ii) of the Act.

C. LNP is Currently Infeasible Where
Direct Points of Interconnection Do Not Exist.

19.  Although the FCC stated in the Order that it found no persuasive evidence
in the record indicating that significant technical difficulties exist that would prohibit a
wireline carrier from porting a number to a wireless carrier that does not have a point of
interconnection in the same rate center as the ported number, the FCC delayed its deci-
sion regarding the routing of calls to ported numbers where no direct connections existed
until its decision in the Sprint Petition.'” The FCC recognized that issues exist with re-
spect to call routing in those instances of porting numbers from a wireline carrier to a
wireless carrier where no direct connection exists between the carriers. The FCC how-
ever, made no determination as to the proper routing of such calls.'®

20.  The current technical issues with wireline-to-wireless LNP implementa-
tion will lead to user confusion. If a Petitioner telephone number is ported to a wireless
carrier, a Petitioner end user originating a local exchange service call to the ported num-

ber will continue to dial such number on a seven-digit basis. The Petitioner switch will

' In the Matter of Sprint Corp. Petition for Declaratory Ruling Regarding the Routing and Rating of traffic
by ILECs, CC-Docket 01-92, Petition of Sprint, May 9, 2002 (“Sprint Petition™).
¥ Order, para. 40.

-14 -



perform a database dip and determine that the number has been ported to a wireless car-
rier. The switch will search for a trunk over which to route the call. If a direct trunk
group has not been established with the wireless provider, the switch will be unable to
find a trunk for such routing. In such a case, the party placing the call will likely receive
a message that the call cannot be completed as dialed, or a message instructing the party
to redial using 1+ the area code. Confusion among telephone users will occur since calls,
dialed on a seven-digit basis prior to the number being ported, may be required to be di-
aled on a 1+ toll basis for which a toll charged is assessed by the calling party’s preferred
interexchange carrier.

21.  Since Petitioner is an Incumbent Local Exchange Carrier, it does not carry
local traffic to points of interconnection beyond its local exchange. In those exchanges
where a wireless provider has not deployed a direct facility and does not have a point of
interconnection within that exchange, it is infeasible for Petitioner to route a call to the
wireless provider on a local, seven-digit dialed basis because Petitioner routes calls ter-
minating outside it service territory to interexchange carriers.

D. Suspension of the Requirement to Implement LNP Is Consistent
With The Public Interest, Convenience, and Necessity.

22. The standard of public interest, convenience, and necessity consists of an
evaluation of the benefit that consumers will receive from LNP compared to the costs of
implementation and use. Central to this evaluation is the level of demand that exists for
LNP in Petitioner’s service area and the costs of implementation and use.

23.  Petitioner believes that the current demand for LNP is very small or non-

existent. As of the date of this filing, no Petitioner customer has ever made an inquiry to

-~ 15 -



Petitioner regarding LNP or a request for LNP. Nationwide, to date, the demand for
wireless porting has been far less than expebted, and most ports have been from one wire-
less carrier to another.”® Wireline-to-wireless porting appears to be a small fraction of
wireless porting in general.’ No public benefit will be derived from LNP absent demand
for such service in Petitioner’s service area. Even if some level of LNP demand develops
in the future, Petitioner contends the costs that would be incurred by all subscribers and
Petitioner to implement and maintain LNP would not be consistent with the public inter-
est, convenience and necessity. Petitioner should not expend its available resources on an
investment that has few, if any, benefits.

24.  Notwithstanding the costs of LNP implementation, absence of demand for
such service and in light of the routing issues that exist regarding such implementation,
Petitioner has received LNP requests from wireless carriers that have either not deployed
direct connection facilities to Petitioner’s exchanges or have deployed direct connection
facilities in some but not all of Petitioner’s exchanges. Without the proper infrastructure
in place to route a call to a ported number on a seven-digit basis, calls cannot be com-
pleted as dialed. The porting of numbers from Petitioner to wireless carriers that do not

have direct connections to Petitioner’s exchanges will not benefit consumers of telecom-

munications since, as described above, calls will not be completed as dialed. For this fur-

1% See, BellSouth Deliberate on VoIP; LNP Demand Called ‘Anemic’, Telecommunications Reports, Vol-
ume 70, No. 2, p. 35-36 (Jan. 15, 2004). The article quotes Ronald Dykes, BellSouth’s chief financial of-
ficer, as saying “We put a lot of resources into that effort [LNP], in retrospect perhaps even more than
might have been needed given the anemic outcome of number porting.”

2 For example, the FCC reports that less than 10% of all wireless LNP complaints involve wireline-to-
wireless porting. Wireless Portability Complaints: 5852 Consumer Complaints Since Porting Began on
Nov. 24, FCC News Release, Feb. 26, 2004.
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ther reason, granting of the requested suspension is consistent with the public interest,
convenience and necessity.

25.  The rating, routing and consumer confusion issues associated with wire-
line-to-wireless portability as currently ordered by the FCC are contrary to the public in-
terest.

26. In its FNPRM, the FCC sought comment on whether the benefits associ-
ated with offering wireless-to-wireline porting would outweigh the costs associated with
making the necessary upgrades. The FCC also sought comment on the expected demand
for wireless-to-wireline porting. The FCC did nét seek comment on whether the benefits
associated with offering wireline-to-wireless porting would outweigh the costs nor did it
seek comment on the expected level of demand. The Commission, pursuant to Section
251(£)(2)(B), may make such determination. Petitioner requests that the Commission,
after reviewing the costs associated with making the necessary upgrades along with the
expected level of demand, conclude that suspending the requirement to implement wire-
line-to-wireless LNP is consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.

V. IMMEDIATE TEMPORARY SUSPENSION REQUESTED

28.  Pursuant to section 251(f)(2) and SDCL 49-31-80, Petitioner requests im-
mediate temporary suspension of the 251(b)(2) requirement pending this Commission’s
consideration of this suspension request until six (6) months following the Commission’s
final decision. An immediate temporary suspension is necessary so that Petitioner does
not have to continue incurring LNP implementation costs until after the Commission acts

on the petition. Without immediate suspension pending this proceeding, Petitioner must

-17-



start ordering switch upgrades and other LNP arrangements in March 2004, in order to
meet a May 24, 2004 implementation date.
VI. CONCLUSION

27. As demonstrated, Petitioner has met the criteria set forth in 47 U.S.C. §
251(£)(2)(A), and the suspension requested in this Petition is consistent with the public
interest, convenience and necessity requirement set forth in 47 U.S.C. § 251()(2)(B).
Accordingly, the Commission must grant the petition for suspension or modification.

28. Petitioner requests suspension of the LNP requirement until there is evi-
dence of demand for LNP, and the per-line cost of LNP is reduced. At a minimum, sus-
pension should be granted until six months following the FCC’s full and final disposition
of the issues in the FNPRM concerning the porting interval and wireless-to-wireline port-
ing and in the Sprint Petition concerning the routing of calls between wireline and wire-
less providers, at which time Petitioner may need to seek further § 251(£)(2) relief based
upon the economic impact of these decisions.

29. Petitioner also requests immediate suspension of the § 251 (b)(2) re-
quirement pending the Commission’s consideration of this request until six months fol-
lowing this Commission’s decision. Immediate suspension is necessary so that Petitioner
does not have to start incurring NP implementation costs until after the Commission
acts on this Petition.

WHEREFORE, Petitioner respectfully requests the Commission to:

(A) Issue an interim order that suspends any obligation that may exist for Peti-

tioner to provide LNP until six months after entry of a final order herein;
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(B) Issue a final order that grants a permanent suspension for Petitioner’s obliga-
tion to implement LNP until conditions are met as described herein; and
(C) Grant Petitioner such other and further relief that may be proper.

.0 T
Dated this day of March, 2004.

GOLDEN WEST TELEPHONE COMPANY
VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY
KADOKA TELEPHONE COMPANY, Petitioner:

-‘ s y
By: [Q“[UL/C& Fellmdins Var2 WP
Darla Pollman Rogers /
Riter, Rogers, Wattier & Brown
P. 0. Box 280
Pierre, South Dakota 57501
Telephone (605) 224-7889
Attorneys for Petitioner
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Golden West, Kadoka and Vivian switches for which

suspension of LNP requirements is requested Exhibit 1A

Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.

Wall WALLSDXAO1T
New Underwood NWUNSDXARS1
Interior INTRSDXASR4
Faith FATHSDXBRS2
Maurine MRNESDXASR2
Enning ENNGSDXARS1
Wasta WALLSDXAO01T
Creighton WALLSDXAO1T
Quinn WALLSDXAO01T
Pine Ridge PNRGSDXADS1
Martin MARTSDXADS
Kyle KYLESDXAOQ3T
Hot Springs HTSPSDXADS1
Edgemont EDMTSDXARSS
Oelrichs OLRCSDXARS4
Oral ORALSDXARS2
Buffalo Gap BFLGSDXARS3
Ardmore HTSPSDXADS1
Phillip PHLPSDXADS1
Belvidere BLVDSDXARS4
Hayes HAYSSDXARS1
Long Valley LGCYSDXARS5
Midland MDLDSDXARS2
Milesville MLVLSDXARS3
White River WTRVSDXARS3
Wood WOODSDXARS?2




Golden West, Kadoka and Vivian switches for which

suspension of LNP requirements is requested Exhibit 1A

Kadoka Telephone Company

|[Kadoka |KADKSDXADS1 |
Vivian Telephone Company
Freeman FRMNSDXADS2
Springfield SPFDSDXADS1
Marion MARNSDXARS1
Menno MENNSDXARS1
Avon AVONSDXARS?2
Scotland SCLDSDXARS5
Lesterville LSVLSDXARS1
Burke BURKSDXADSO0
Bonesteel BNSTSDXARS1
Gregory GRGRSDXARS1
Reliance RLNCSDXARS1
Winner WNNRSDXADS1
Clearfield CLFDSDXARS1
Witten WTTNSDXARS1
Murdo MURDSDXARS1
Vivian VIVNSDXASRS
Mission MSSNSDXADS1
Custer CSTRSDXADS1
Rosebud RSBDSDXADSO
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Golden West, Vivian, and Kadoka Companies
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs

LNP Non-recurring Costs

Switch Upgrade Costs

Internal Business Procedure Changes
Intercarrier Testing

Other Internal Costs

LNP Query set up

SOA Non-recurring set up charge

Customer Notification Costs

Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport

Non recurring transport charges
Total Non-recurring Costs including transport

LLNP Monthly Recurring Costs

SOA Monthly Charge

LNP Query Costs per month

Switch Maintenance Costs per month

Other Monthly Costs

Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport

Transport

Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport

Monthly Cost Calculations per line

Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years

Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years

Total cost per month excluding transport
Total cost per month including transport

Access Lines excluding Lifeline

LNP cost per line per month excluding transport
LNP cost per line per month including transport

$
$
$
b
$
2
$
$

©“ € P H P

w3 A

4 N

126,456
40,265
4,754
20,087
190
1,900
15,510
209,162

19,496
228,658
1,350
1,650
3,827
6,827
54,025
60,852
4,574
5,000

11,401
65,853

34,566

S

Exhibit 1

With
urcharges
& Taxes

©* &P

0.33
1.91

$
$

0.38
2.19




South Dakota Public Utilities Commission

WEEKLY FILINGS
For the Period of March 4, 2004 through March 10, 2004

If you need a complete copy of a filing faxed, overnight expressed, or mailed to you, please
contact Delaine Kolbo within five business days of this report. Phone: 605-773-3201

CORRECTION
TC04-038 in the Matter of the Petition of Santel Communications Cooperative, Inc. for
Suspension of Intermodal L.ocal Number Portability Obligations.

On February 25, 2004, Santel Communications Cooperative (Santel) filed a petition requesting

the Commission to grant a suspension to Santel from porting numbers, wireline-to-wireless, as
may be requested by Commercial Mobile Radio Services (CMRS).

Staff Analyst: Harlan Best
Staff Attorney: Karen Cremer
Date Filed: 02/25/04
Intervention Deadline: 03/12/04

TELECOMMUNICATIONS
TC04-041 In the Matter of the Filing by Qwest Corporation for Approval of a Revision to

its Rapid City Locality Special Rate Area Map and Fort Randall Telephone
Company’'s Hermosa Exchange.

Qwest Corporation has filed with the Public Utilities Commission a revision to its Rapid City
Locality Special Rate Area Map. The territory being removed from the Qwest Rapid City

exchange will now be in the Fort Randall exchange territory and Fort Randall will serve the
customers in that area.

Staff Analyst. Michele Farris
Staff Attorney: Karen Cremer
Date Filed: 03/04/04
Intervention Date: 03/26/04

TC04-042 In the Matter of the Filing for Approval of an Amendment to an

Interconnection Agreement between Qwest Corporation and Sprint
Communications Company L.P.

On March 5, 2004, the Commission received a Filing for Approval of a Special Promotion for
Available Inventory Collocation Sites between Qwest Corporation and Sprint Communications
Company, LP. According to the filing, the amendment "provides, for a limited time, promotional
rates for Available Inventory Collocations on Available Inventory Sites and amends, for a limited
time, the parties' existing Interconnection Agreement.” Any party wishing to comment on the
amendment may do so by filing written comments with the Commission and the parties to the
amendment no later than March 25, 2004. Parties to the amendment may file written responses
to the comments no later than twenty days after the service of the initial comments.

Staff Attorney: Rolayne Ailts Wiest
Date Filed: 03/05/04
Initial Comments Due: 03/25/04



TC04-043 In the Matter of the Filing for Approval of a Reciprocal Interconnection,
Transport and Termination Agreement between WWC License, LLC and
Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.

On March 9, 2004, the Commission received a Filing for Approval of a Reciprocal
Interconnection, Transport and Termination Agreement between Golden West
Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc. and WWC License, LLC. According to the filing, the
agreement "sets forth the terms, conditions and prices under which (a) the Parties agree to
directly interconnect the networks of the CMRS Provider and the Telephone Company for the
purposes of the exchange of telecommunications traffic between the Parties' networks or (b) the

Parties will transport and terminate the telecommunications traffic originated by the other Party
and delivered via the network of a Third Party Provider." Any party wishing to comment on the
agreement may do so by filing written comments with the Commission and the parties to the
agreement no later than March 29, 2004. Parties to the agreement may file written responses to
the comments no later than twenty days after the service of the initial comments.

Staff Attorney: Rolayne Ailts Wiest
Date Filed: 03/09/04
Initial Comments Due: 03/29/04

TC04-044 In the Matter of the Petition of Sioux Valley Telephone Comp’any for
Suspension or Modification of 47 U.S.C. Section 251(b)(2) of the
Communications Act of 1934 as Amended.

On March 9, 2004, Sioux Valley Telephone Company (Sioux Valley) filed a petition seeking
suspension or modification of its requirement to implement local number portability (LNP)
pursuant to Section 251(b)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. According to Sioux
Valley, it has received requests to deploy LNP from Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless,
Midwest Wireless Holdings L.L.C. d/b/a Midwest Wireless and Western Wireless Corporation
d/b/a CellularOne. Sioux Valley states that it is a small telephone company that serves less than
two percent of the nation's subscriber lines installed in the aggregate nationwide, therefore under
Section 251(f)(2) Sioux Valley may petition the Commission for suspension or modification of its
obligation to implement LNP within six months of a request to deploy LNP. Sioux Valley "requests
the Commission to (1) issue an interim order that suspends any obligation that may exist for
Sioux Valley to provide LNP until six months after entry of a final order herein; (2) issue a final
order that grants a permanent suspension for Sioux Valley's obligation to implement LNP until

conditions are met as described herein; and (3) grant Sioux Valley such other and further relief
that may be proper."

Staff Analyst: Harlan Best
Staff Attorney. Karen Cremer
Date Filed: 03/09/04
Intervention Deadline: 03/26/04

TC04-045 In the Matter of the Petition of Golden West Telecommunications
Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone Company and Kadoka Telephone

Company for Suspension or Modification of 47 U.S.C. Section 251(b)(2) of the
Communications Act of 1934 as Amended.

On March 9, 2004, Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone
Company, and Kadoka Telephone Company (Petitioner) filed a petition seeking suspension or
modification of its requirement to implement local number portability (LNP) pursuant to Section
251(b)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. According to Petitioner, it has received
requests to deploy LNP from Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless, NE Colorado Celluiar,
Inc. d/b/a Viaero, and Western Wireless Corporation d/b/a CellularOne. Petitioner states that it is



a small telephone company that serves less than two percent of the nation's subscriber lines
installed in the aggregate nationwide, therefore under Section 251(f)(2) Petitioner may petition
the Commission for suspension or modification of its obligation to implement LNP within six
months of a request to deploy LNP. Petitioner "requests the Commission to (1) issue an interim
order that suspends any obligation that may exist for Petitioner to provide LNP until six months
after entry of a final order herein; (2) issue a final order that grants a permanent suspension for
Petitioner's obligation to implement LNP until conditions are met as described herein; and (3)
grant Petitioner such other and further relief that may be proper.”

Staff Analyst: Harlan Best
Staff Attorney. Karen Cremer
Date Filed: 03/09/04
Intervention Deadline: 03/26/04

TC04-046 In the Matter of the Petition of Armour Independent Telephone Company,
Bridgewater-Canistota Independent Telephone Company and Union
Telephone Company for Suspension or Modification of 47 U.S.C. Section
251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934 as Amended.

On March 9, 2004, Armour Independent Telephone Company, Bridgewater-Canistota
Independent Telephone Company, and Union Telephone Company (Petitioner) filed a petition
seeking suspension or modification of its requirement to implement local number portability (LNP)
pursuant to Section 251(b)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. According to Petitioner, it
has received requests to deploy LNP from Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless and
Western Wireless Corporation d/b/a CellularOne. Petitioner states that it is a small telephone
company that serves less than two percent of the nation's subscriber lines installed in the
aggregate nationwide, therefore under Section 251(f)(2) Petitioner may petition the Commission
for suspension or modification of its obligation to implement LNP within six months of a request
to deploy LNP. Petitioner "requests the Commission to (1) issue an interim order that suspends
any obligation that may exist for Petitioner to provide LNP until six months after entry of a final
order herein; (2) issue a final order that grants a permanent suspension for Petitioner's obligation
to implement LNP until conditions are met as described herein; and (3) grant Petitioner such
other and further relief that may be proper.”

Staff Analyst: Harlan Best
Staff Attorney: Karen Cremer
Date Filed: 03/09/04
Intervention Deadline: 03/26/04

You may receive this listing and other PUC publications via our website or via internet e-mail.
You may subscribe or unsubscribe to the PUC mailing lists at http://www.state.sd.us/puc



GUNDERSON, PALMER, GOODSELL & NELSON, LLP

TERRI LEE WILLIAMS

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
WYNN A. GUNDERSON AMERICAN MEMORIAL LIFE BUILDING JENNIFER K. TRUCANO
J. CRISMAN PALMER MARTY J. JACKLEY
G. VERNE GOODSELL 440 MT. RUSHMORE ROAD DAVID E. LUST
S O ORE POST OFFICE BOX 8045 THOMAS E. SIMMONS
TERENCE R. QUINN RAPID CITY, SOUTH DAKOTA 57709-8045 PAMELA SNYDER-VARNS
DONALD P. KNUDSEN SARA FRANKENSTEIN
};ﬁ%l(fﬁgg%lgﬁ(}m TELEPHONE (605) 342-1078 «FAX (605) 342-0480 %&c}gc&u&g;
MARKJ. CONNOT www.gundersonpalmer.com
ATTORNEYS LICENSED TO PRACTICE IN
SOUTH DAKOTA, NORTH DAKOTA, NEBRASKA
MONTANA, WYOMING & MINNESOTA
March 19, 2004
Q
VIA FACSIMILE 1-605-773-3809 o B RECEIVED
Pamela Bonrud V )
Executive Director o ﬁéé MAR < 2 2004
SD Public Utilities Commission e
500 E Canitol A < B SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
apito} Avenue ¥ UTILITIES COMMISSION
Pierre SD 57501

RE: WWC’s Petition to Intervene Regarding:

WWC — Golden West Telecomm, et al (TC04-045) GPGN File No. 5925.040176
WWC — Armour Independent, et al (TC04-046) GPGN File No. 5925.040179
WWC — Sioux Valley Telephone, et al (TC04-044) GPGN File No. 5925.040183

Dear Ms. Bonrud:

Enclosed for filing, please find Western Wireless’ Petition to Intervene in the Petitions:
for Suspension or Modification of § 251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934 as Amended

in the following files:

1. Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone Company

and Kadoka Telephone Company (TC04-045);

2. Armour Independent Telephone Company, Bridgewater-Canistota Independent

Telephone Company and Union Telephone Company (TC04-046); and

3. Sioux Valley Telephone Company (TC04-044).

This letter, the original of the enclosure and ten copies, shall be provided by U.S. Mail. If

you need anything further at this time, please let me know.

Sincerely,

Talbot I.

TIW:klw
Enclosure

c: (viafaxand USMail) ~ Darla Pollman Rogers
Clients
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION MAR 2 2 2004

HSSION

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
STILTIESCEMMISS

Docket No. TC 04-045
In the Matter of the Petition of Golden West
Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian PETITION TO INTERVENE BY
Telephone Company and Kadoka Telephone WESTERN WIRELESS, LL.C
Company for Suspension or Modification of 47
U.S.C. Section 251 (b)(2) of the
Communication Act of 1934 as Amended

Pursuant to ARSD 20:10:01:15.02, WWC License LLC, doing business as CellularOne,
(hereinafter “Western Wireless™), petitions to intervene in Docket TC 04-045 for the following
reasons:

1. Western Wireless is a cellular service provider in areas served by Golden West
Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone Company and Kadoka Telephone
Company (hereinafter “Rural Companies”), who have requested suspension on their local
number portability obligations at issue in this proceeding. Western Wireless sent all three Rural
Companies a bonafide request (“BFR”) to implement local number portability on November 18,
2003 and all responded on November 19, 2003, implicitly acknowledging their obligation to
implement local number portability by the May 24, 2004 deadline. Rural consumers are
increasingly choosing wireless service for their telecommunications needs and may choose to
port their wireline number to Western Wireless upon the implementation of number portability
as mandated by the Federal Communications Commission. Western Wireless has direct and
personal interest in this proceeding and therefore its Petition for Intervention should be granted.

2. Local number portability by the Rural Companies is feasible and appropriate and

no suspension of providing LNP should be allowed.



)

3. The petition filed by the Rural Companies is inadequate and incorrectly pools all
costs and expenses of all the companies into one report and then uses those numbers to support a
claim for suspension or modification. This approach conflicts with 47 U.S.C. § 251(f)(2) as the
statute specifically requires a showing by each local exchange carrier that it meets the
requirements in the statute.

4. To suspend the obligations to deploy local number portability would be against
public interest.

5. Western Wireless also contests the request for immediate suspension of local
number portability requirements and requests that the Commission, at a minimum, establish an
expedited procedural schedule that would determine the factual and legal support for a decision
on the merits of the request for local number portability suspension.

6. Western Wireless is entitled to be granted intervention in this docket pursuant to
ARSD 20:10:01:15.05 as the outcome of this proceeding will have an impact on Western
Wireless and will affect Western Wireless, because, as noted even in the Rural Companies’
filing, Western Wireless has requested they deploy local number portability.

WHEREFORE, Western Wireless respectfully requests:

1. That its Petition to Intervene be granted;

2. That the request for immediate suspension be denied; and

3. That the request to suspend deploying LNP be denied.



Dated this /% day of March, 2004.

GUNDERSON, PALMER, GOODSELL
& NELSON, LLP

=

Talbot J. Wieczorek —

Attorneys for WWC License LLC

440 Mt. Rushmore Road, Fourth Floor
PO Box 8045

Rapid City SD 57709

605-342-1078

Fax: 605-342-0480

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned certifies that on the __/_?day of March, 2004, I served a true and correct
copy of the foregoing Petition to Intervene, by fax and U.S. Mail, first-class, postage paid to:

VIA FACSIMILE 1-605-224-7102
Darla Pollman Rogers

Riter, Rogers, Wattier & Brown

PO Box 280

Pierre, SD 57501

<

Talbot J~“Wieezorek™————




A South Dakota Telecommunications Association
) PO Box 57 m 320 East Capitol Avenue ¥ Pierre, SD 57501

605/224-7629 ®m Fax 605/224-1637 ™ sdtaonline.com

March 26, 2004 REGEIVED

MAR 2 & 2004
T4 PLUBLIC
Ms. Pamela Bonrud, Executive Director %?ﬁ}ggg gggﬁmg%;t{)%
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol Ave.
State Capitol Building

Pierre, SD 57501

RE: Docket TC04-045, Petition of Golden West Telecommunications
Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone Company and Kadoka Telephone
Company for Suspension or Modification

Dear Ms. Bonrud:

Attached for filing with the Commission in the above referenced docket are the original and ten
(10) copies of a Petition to Intervene of the South Dakota Telecommunications Association.

You will also find attached to the Petition a certificate of service verifying service of this
document, by mail, on counsel for Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative and the other
petitioning parties.

Thank you for your assistance in filing and distributing these documents.

ely,

Richard D. Coit
Executive Director and General Counsel
SDTA
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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION  MAR 26 2004

OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA  g0uTH DAKOTA PUBLIC

UTILITIES COMMISSION

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF

GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS

COOPERATIVE, INC., VIVIAN TELEPHONE

COMPANY, AND KADOKA TELEPHONE

COMPANY FOR SUSPENSION OR

MODIFICATION OF § 251(b)2) OF THE

COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934 AS
AMENDED

DOCKET TC04-045
PETITION TO INTERVENE

R N N T

SDTA Petition for Intervention

The South Dakota Telecommunications Association ("SDTA") hereby petitions the
Commission for intervention in the above captioned proceeding pursuant to SDCL 1-26-17.1 and
ARSD §§ 20:10:01:15.02, 20:10:01:15.03 and 20:10:01:15.05. In support hereof, SDTA states
as follows:

1. On or about March 9, 2004, Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.
(Golden West), Vivian Telephone Company (Vivian), and Kadoka Telephone Company
(Kadoka) jointly filed with this Commission pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 251(£)(2) and SDCL § 49-
31-80 a petition seeking a suspension or modification of the requirement to implement the
“Local Number Portability (“LNP”)” obligations established by the FCC under 47 U.S.C.
§251(b)(2).

2. As noted in the petition filed by these companies, Golden West currently provides
basic local exchange service in 26 exchanges and, as of December 1, 2003, had 18,505 access
lines in service. Vivian currently provides basic local exchange service in 19 exchanges and, as
of December 1, 2003, had 20,211 access lines in service. Kadoka currently provides basic local
exchange service in one exchange and, as of December 1, 2003, had 514 access lines in service.

All of these companies are rural telephone companies as defined in 47 U.S.C. § 153(37).



Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. § 251(f)(2), any rural local exchange carrier serving fewer than two
percent (2%) of the Nation’s subscriber line installed in the aggregate nationwide may petition
the State Commission for a suspension or modification of any of the interconnection obligations
set forth in 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(b) and/or 251(c). According to the provisions of 47 U.S.C.
251(H)(2) and SDCL 49-31-80, this Commission shall grant a petition of suspension or
modification to the extent that, and for such duration as the State Commission determines that
such suspension or modification —
(A)  is necessary:
(1) to avoid a significant adverse economic impact on users of
telecommunications services generally;
(11)  to avoid imposing a requirement that is unduly economically
burdensome; or
(iii))  to avoid imposing a requirement that is technically infeasible; and
(B)  is consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity.

3. Pursuant to the above, the Commission must grant a petition for suspension or
modification if the Commission finds that any of the three criteria set forth in sub-part (A) of this
statutory section is established and further finds that the suspension or modification is consistent
with the public interest, convenience and necessity.

4, SDTA is an incorporated organization representing the interests of numerous
cooperative, independent and municipal telephone companies operating throughout the State of
South Dakota. It’s membership includes not only Golden West, Vivian and Kadoka, but also
many other rural telephone companies operating in the State that have also recently received

requests for LNP implementation from other telecommunications carriers.



6. SDTA seeks intervention in this proceeding based on the direct interests of Golden
West, Vivian and Kadoka, as the petitioning parties in this proceeding, and also based on the
likelihood that determinations made by the Commission in this matter will impact future similar
proceedings to be initiated by other SDTA member companies. Accordingly, SDTA has an
interest in this proceeding and seeks intervention herein.

7. SDTA supports the Golden West, Vivian and Kadoka request for suspension or
modification of the federal LNP requirements for all those reasons set forth in their petition filed
in this matter, and strongly urges the Commission to grant the relief requested.

8. Based on all of the foregoing, SDTA seeks intervening party status in this proceeding.

Dated this 26th day of March , 2004.

Respectfully submitted:

THE SOUTH DAKOTA
TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION

B
Richard D) €oit
Executive Director and General Counsel




CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that an original and ten (10) copies of the foregoing document were hand-
delivered on March 26, 2004 to:

- Pam Bonrud
Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol Avenue
Pierre, SD 57501

Copies were sent by First Class mail via the U.S. Postal Service to:
Darla Rogers
Riter Rogers Wattier & Brown

PO Box 280
Pierre, SD 57501-0280

Dated this 26th day of March, 2004.

Richard D. Coit, Gefieral Counsel

South Dakota Telecommunications Association
PO Box 57 — 320 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-0057



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF ) ORDER GRANTING INTERIM
GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS ) SUSPENSION PENDING
COOPERATIVE, INC., VIVIAN TELEPHONE ) FINAL DECISION AND
COMPANY AND KADOKA TELEPHONE ) ORDER GRANTING
COMPANY FOR SUSPENSION OR ) INTERVENTION
MODIFICATION OF 47 U.S.C. § 251(B)(2) OF )

THE COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934 AS )

AMENDED | )

TC04-045

On March 9, 2004, Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone
Company and Kadoka Telephone Company (Petitioner) filed a petition seeking suspension or
modification of its requirement to implement local number portability (LNP) pursuant to Section
251(b)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996. According to Petitioner, it has received requests
to deploy LNP from Cellco Partnership d/b/a Verizon Wireless, NE Colorado Cellular, Inc. d/b/a
Viaero, and Western Wireless Corporation d/b/a CellularOne. Petitioner states that it is a small
telephone company that serves less than two percent of the nation's subscriber lines installed in the
aggregate nationwide, therefore under Section 251(f)(2) Petitioner may petition the Commission for
suspension or modification of its obligation to implement LNP within six months of a request to
deploy LNP. Petitioner "requests the Commission to (1) issue an interim order that suspends any
obligation that may exist for Petitioner to provide LNP until six months after entry of a final order
herein; (2) issue a final order that grants a permanent suspension for Petitioner's obligation to
implement LNP until conditions are met as described herein; and (3) grant Petitioner such other and
further relief that may be proper.”

On March 11, 2004, the Commission electronically transmitted notice of the filing and the
intervention deadline of March 26, 2004, to interested individuals and entities. WW(C License LLC
d/b/a CellularOne (Western Wireless) filed to intervene on March 19, 2004, and the South Dakota
Telecommunications Association (SDTA) filed to intervene on March 26, 2004.

The Commission has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to SDCL Chapters 1-26 and 49-31
and ARSD 20:10:01:15.05. :

At a regularly scheduled meeting of April 6, 2004, the Commission heard arguments from
Petitioner, Western Wireless and SDTA regarding Petitioner's request for an order granting interim
suspension. Pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section 251(f)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and
SDCL 49-31-80, the Commission voted to grant the request for an interim suspension order pending
final decision. The Commission found that the Petitions to Intervene were timely filed and
demonstrated good cause to grant intervention. It is therefore

ORDERED, that the request for an interim suspension order pending final decision, is hereby
granted; and it is further

ORDERED, that the Petitions to Intervene of Western Wireless and SDTA are hereby
granted.



Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this_/ 4~ day of April, 2004.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE
" The undersigned hereby certifies that this
document has been served today upon all parties of

record in this docket, as listed on-the docket service
list, by facsimile or by first class mai,-in properly

addressed epvelopes, with charges piepaid thereon.
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ROBERT K. SAHR, Chairman

GARY#MANSON, Commissioner

Wés A. BURG, Corfimissioner




BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITION OF ) ORDER FOR AND NOTICE
GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS ) OF PROCEDURAL
COOPERATIVE, INC., VIVIAN TELEPHONE ) SCHEDULE AND HEARING
COMPANY AND KADOKA TELEPHONE ) AND OF INTENT TO TAKE
COMPANY FOR  SUSPENSION OR ) JUDICIAL NOTICE
MODIFICATION OF 47 U.S.C. § 251(B)(2) OF ) TC04-045

THE COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934 AS )

AMENDED )

On March 9, 2004, Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone
Company and Kadoka Telephone Company (Petitioner) filed a petition pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section
251(f)(2) and SDCL 49-31-80 seeking suspension or modification of its requirement to implement
local number portability (LNP) pursuant to Section 251(b)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996.
The petition requests the Commission to (1) issue a final order that grants a permanent suspension
for Petitioner's obligation to implement LNP until conditions are met as described in the petition; and
(2) grant Petitioner such other and further relief that may be proper. On April 19, 2004, the
Commission issued an order granting intervention to WWC License LLC d/b/a CellularOne and the
South Dakota Telecommunications Association and granting Petitioner's request for interim
suspension of its obligation to implement LNP pending final decision pursuant to 47 U.S.C. Section
251(H)(2) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 and SDCL 49-31-80.

The Commission has jurisdiction in this matter pursuant to SDCL 49-31-80, Section 251(f)(2)
of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, 47 U.S.C. Section 251(f)(2), and ARSD 20:10:32:39.

Procedural Schedule

The due dates for pre-filing of testimony are as follows (all dates 2004):

May 14 Petitioner's direct testimony and exhibits
May 28 Intervenors' and Staff's reply testimony and exhibits
June 14 Petitioner's rebuttal testimony and exhibits

The schedule for discovery is as follows (all dates 2004):

April 28 General interrogatories, document requests and other general discovery
requests by all parties

May 11 Responses to general discovery requests by all parties

May 18 Supplemental discovery requests by intervenors and Staff following
Petitioner's pre-filed testimony

May 24 Petitioner's responses to supplemental discovery requests



June 3 Supplemental discovery requests by Petitioner following intervenors' and
Staff's pre-filed testimony

June 10 Intervenors' and Staff's responses to Petitioner's supplemental discovery
requests

Judicial Notice

The Commission hereby gives notice pursuant to SDCL 1-26-19(3) that it intends to take
judicial notice of the fact that Petitioner is a local exchange carrier with fewer than 2 percent of the
Nation's subscriber lines installed in the aggregate nationwide. Any party objecting to this taking of
judicial notice shall serve notice of such objection on the Commission and the parties prior to the
hearing.

Notice of Hearing

A hearing will be held beginning at 10:00 A.M. on June 21, 2004, and continuing at 9:00 A.M.
on June 22 - 25 and on June 28 - July 2, 2004, in the Second Floor Conference Room of the Soldiers
and Sailors War Memorial Building (across Capitol Avenue from the Capitol Building), Pierre, South
Dakota, on this matter and the other pending dockets in which the petitioners have requested
suspensions of LNP requirements. To the extent that the issues and the witnesses and
documentary evidence are materially identical in more than one LNP suspension docket, the parties
are encouraged to present such common evidence in a consolidated manner that will minimize
repetition and opposing parties are encouraged to reasonably stipulate to such consolidated
presentation of evidence. The hearing will commence on June 21, with consideration of
Midcontinent Communications' Motion to Compel, Docket No. TC03-192. Following the hearing on
this related docket, the remaining dockets will be heard in docket number order except to the extent
that the parties otherwise agree or the Commission shall otherwise order, either prior to or during
the hearing. Petition of Santel Communications Cooperative, Inc., Docket No. TC04-038, will be
heard on July 1, 2004.

As provided in SDCL 49-31-80 and 47 U.S.C. Section 251(f)(2), the issues at the hearing will

be:
(i whether and the extent to which the susbension of LNP requirements requested by Petitioner
(a) is necessary:
@) To avoid a significant adverse economic impact on users of
telecommunications services generally;
@ To avoid imposing a requirement that is unduly economically burdensome;
or
3 To avoid imposing a requirement that is technically infeasible; and
(b) is consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity;
(i) if a suspension is found to be justified, what the duration of the suspension should be; and



(jii) whether any other relief should be granted.

The hearing will be an adversary proceeding conducted pursuant to SDCL Chapter 1-26. All
parties have the right to be present and to be represented by an attorney. These rights and other
due process rights will be forfeited if not exercised at the hearing. If a party or its representative fails
to appear at the time and place set for the hearing, the Final Decision may be based solely on the
testimony and evidence provided, if any, during the hearing or a Final Decision may be issued by
default pursuant to SDCL 1-26-20. After the hearing, the Commission will consider all evidence and
testimony that was presented at the hearing. The Commission will then enter Findings of Fact,
Conclusions of Law, and a Final Decision. As a result of the hearing, the Commission may either
grant or deny the request of Petitioner to suspend the requirement of 47 U.S.C Section 251(b)(2)
that it provide local number portability to requesting carriers and, if so, for what duration and subject
to what conditions. The Commission's Final Decision may be appealed to the state Circuit Court and
the state Supreme Court as provided by law. It is therefore

ORDERED, that the parties shall comply with the procedural schedule and discovery
schedule set forth above; and it is

FURTHER ORDERED, that a hearing shall be held at the time and place specified above on
the issue of whether Petitioner's request to suspend its local number portability obligations under 47
U.S.C Section 251(b)(2) should be granted and, if so, for what duration and whether other relief
should be granted.

Pursuant to the Americans with Disabilities Act, this hearing is being held in a physically
accessible location. Please contact the Public Utilities Commission at 1-800-332-1782 at least 48
hours prior to the hearing if you have special needs so arrangements can be made to accommodate
you.

. : 47/5)
Dated at Pierre, South Dakota, this _< day of May, 2004.

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY ORDER OF THE COMMISSION:

The undersigned hereby certifies that this
document has been served today. upon all parties of
record in this docket, as listed on the docket service / é2 é ; 4
list, by facsimile or by first class maii, in properly
addressed e,qvelopes, with charges prepiiid thereon. ROBERT K. SAHR ‘Chairm an
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By: ’M%M% m /
Date: J);/ \5// / O 4

GARY'HANSON, Commisgig)ner

(OFFICIAL seAy 7 LAY
‘&MES A. BURG, Commissi fer
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South Dakota Telecommunications Association
PO Box 57 m 320 East Capitol Avenue ® Pierre, SD 57501
605/2’)4-7629 W Fax 605/224—1637 sdtaonline.com

RECEIVED
May 14, 2004 ‘ WAY i § 2004
SOUTH ﬁh@“ﬁ% IR

UTILATIES GO

Ms. Pamela Bonrud, Executive Director
South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol Ave.

State Capitol Building

Pierre, SD 57501

RE: Petitions for Suspension and/or Modification of LNP, Dockets TC04-025, 038,
044, 045, 046, 047, 048, 049, 050, 051, 052, 053, 054, 055, 056, 060, 061, 062, 077,
084, and TC04-085.

Dear Ms. Bonrud:

Enclosed you will find for filing in the above referenced Dockets, the prefiled Direct Testimony
of witness Steven E. Watkins. This testimony is filed on behalf of SDTA and also is filed on
behalf of each of the below listed rural local exchange carriers, as part of their prefiled
testimony.

TC04-025 - Kennebec Telephone Company
TC04-038 — Santel Communications Cooperative
TC04-044 — Sioux Valley Telephone Company
TC04-045 — Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative
Vivian Telephone Company
Kadoka Telephone Company
TC04-046 -  Armour Independent Telephone Company
Bridgewater-Canistota Independent Telephone Company
Union Telephone Company
TC04-047 - Brookings Municipal Utilities d/b/a Swifte] Communications
TC04-048 - Beresford Municipal Telephone Company
TC04-049 -  McCook Cooperative Telephone Company
TC04-050 - Valley Telecommunications Cooperative Association, Inc.
TC04-051 -  City of Faith Telephone Company
TC04-052 - Midstate Communications Inc.
TC04-053 - Western Telephone Company
TC04-054 - Interstate Telecommunications Cooperative
TC04-055 -  Alliance Communications Cooperative, Inc.
Splitrock Properties, Inc.



TC04-056 - RC Communications, Inc.

Roberts County Telephone Cooperative Association
TC04-060 - Venture Communications Cooperative
TC04-061 - West River Cooperative Telephone Company
TC04-062 -  Stockholm-Strandburg Telephone Company
TC04-077 - James Valley Cooperative Telephone Company
TC04-084 - Tri-County Telcom, Inc.
TC04-085 - Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe Telephone Authority

You will also find enclosed a certificate of service verifying service of this document, by USPS,
on counsel for the other intervening parties.

Thank you for your assistance in filing and distributing these documents.

Sincerely,

Richard D. Coit
Executive Director and General Counsel
SDTA



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that an original and ten (10) copies of the foregoing Direct Testimony of Steven
E. Watkins was were hand-delivered to the South Dakota PUC on May 14, 2004, directed to the
attention of:

Pam Bonrud

Executive Director

South Dakota Public Utilities Commission
500 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501

A copy was sent by U.S.P.S. First Class Mail to:

Talbot Wieczorek

Gunderson Palmer Goodsell Nelson
440 Mount Rushmore Road

Rapid City, SD 57701

David Gerdes
May, Adam, Gerdes & Thompson’

P.O.Box 160
Pierre, SD 57501

Dated this 14th day of May, 2004.

~

Richard D~Coit, Geéneral Counsel

South Dakota Telecommunications Association
PO Box 57 — 320 East Capitol Avenue

Pierre, SD 57501-0057



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

REGEIVED
OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA e
MAY T & 2004
SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIC
IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITIONS UTILITIES COMMISSION

FOR SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION

DOCKETS:

COMMUNICATIONS ACT OF 1934
AS AMENDED

)

)

OF § 251(b)(2) OF THE COMMUNICATIONS )
)

)

TC04-025 —
TC04-038 —
TC04-044 —
TC04-045 —

TC04-046 -

TC04-047 -
TC04-048 -
TC04-049 -
TC04-050 -
TC04-051 -
TC04-052 -
TC04-053 -
TC04-054 -
TC04-055 -

TC04-056 -

TC04-060 -
TC04-061 -
TC04-062 -
TC04-077 -
TC04-084 -
TC04-085 -

Kennebec Telephone Company

Santel Communications Cooperative

Sioux Valley Telephone Company

Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative

Vivian Telephone Company

Kadoka Telephone Company

Armour Independent Telephone Company
Bridgewater-Canistota Independent Telephone Company
Union Telephone Company

Brookings Municipal Utilities d/b/a Swiftel Communications
Beresford Municipal Telephone Company

McCook Cooperative Telephone Company

Valley Telecommunications Cooperative Association, Inc.
City of Faith Telephone Company

Midstate Communications Inc.

Western Telephone Company

Interstate Telecommunications Cooperative

Alliance Communications Cooperative, Inc.

Splitrock Properties, Inc.

RC Communications, Inc.

Roberts County Telephone Cooperative Association
Venture Communications Cooperative

West River Cooperative Telephone Company
Stockholm-Strandburg Telephone Company

James Valley Cooperative Telephone Company
Tri-County Telcom, Inc.

Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe Telephone Authority

DIRECT TESTIMONY OF

STEVEN E. WATKINS

Submitted on behalf of above Rural Local Exchange Carriers and
the South Dakota Telecommunications Association (May 14, 2004)
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Q3:

INTRODUCTION

Please state your name, business address and telephone number.

My name is Steven E. Watkins. My business address is 2120 L Street, N.W.,
Suite 520, Washington, D.C., 20037. My business phone number is (202) 296-9054.
What is your current position?

I am Special Telecommunications Management Consultant to the Washington, D.
C. law firm of Kraskin, Moorman & Cosson, LLC, which provides legal and consulting
services to telecommunications companies.

What are your duties and responsibilities at Kraskin, Moorman & Cosson, LLC?

I pxovide telecommunications management consulting services and regulatory
assistance to smaller local exchange carriers (“LECs”) and other smaller firms providing
telecommunications and related services in more rural areas. My work involveé assisti‘ngA
client LECs and related entities in their analysis of regulatory requirements and industry
matters requiring specialty expertise; negotiating, arranging and administering connecting
carrier arrangements; and more recently assisting clients in complying with the rules and
regulations arising from the passage of the Telecommunications Act of 1996 (the “Act™).

On behalf of over one hundred and fifty (150) other smaller independent local exchange
carriers, [ am involved in regulatory proceedings in several other states examining a large
number of issues with respect to the manner in which the Act should be implemented in
those states. Prior to joining Kraskin, Moorman & Cosson, I was the senior policy
analyst for the National Telephone Cooperative Association ("NTCA"), a trade

association whose membership consists of approximately 500 small and rural telephone
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Q4:

Qs:

Q6:

Q7:

companies. While with NTCA, 1 was responsible for evaluating the then proposed
Telecommunications Act, the implementation of the Act by the Federal Communications
Commission (“FCC”) and was largely involved in the association's efforts with respect to
the advocacy of provisions addressing the issues specifically related to rural companies
and their customers.
Have you prepared and attached further information regarding your background
and experience?

Yes, this information is included in Attachment A following my testimony.
What is Local Number Portability?

Local Number Portability (“LNP”) is defined in Section 153 of the Act as:

The term “number portability” means the ability of users of telecommunications
services to retain, at the same location, existing telecommunications numbers
without impairment of quality, reliability, or convenience when switching from

one telecommunications carrier to another.

This type of number portability is referred to as “Service Provider Portability.”

What is meant by intermodal porting?

The term is meant to signify LNP where the number is ported from its prior use by
a wireline telephone company in the provision of “plain old telephone service” (“POTS”)
at a fixed location within a specific geographic area to use by a mobile customer of a
wireless carrier in the provision of mobile service, and vice versa.
What is meant by intramodal porting?

3
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II.

Q9:

Q10:

This term means LNP where a number is ported from wireline carrier to another,
or where a number is ported from one wireless carrier to another, but not when a number
is ported between two different types of carriers; i.e. wireline or wireless.

Is number porting a “function” or a “service?”

It relates to a functional capability of a carrier. It is the capability of a carrier to
identify the carrier that is providing service to an end user with a specific number. When
calls are placed to numbers that may have been ported (i.e., the numbers may be used by
more than one service provider to provide service to end users), number portability is the
function of querying a database to determine the identity of the carrier that is serving the
end user using the specific number in question. Once the identity of the carrier is
determined using number portability hardware and software, a carrier must also determine
how a call may and will be switched, routed, and completed. Therefore, number
portability involves multiple functions — the identification of which carrier is serving the

end user being called and the completion of the call.

PURPOSE OF THIS TESTIMONY

On whose behalf are you testifying?

I am testifying on behalf of the rural local exchange carriers that are the
petitioning parties in dockets captioned above (to be referred to as the “Petitioners™) and
the South Dakota Telecommunications Association.

What is the purpose of your testimony?

My testimony addresses whether grant of the Petitions filed by the Petitioners

seeking suspension of LNP requirements pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of the

4
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Communications Act of 1934, as amended (“Act™) is in the public interest and consistent
with the criteria regarding economic burdens and feasibility.

Consistent with 47 U.S.C. § 251(£)(2)(A)(I), grant of the petitions is necessary to
avoid a significant adverse economic impact on the end users of the Petitioners. As will
be demonstrated, the cost to implement LNP in the rural exchanges of the Petitioners is
significant and would lead to explicit surcharges and other potential rate increases to the
rural users beyond that which would be balanced with any benefit to be derived by the
small numbér, if any, of users that may actually seek to port their wireline service
telephone numbers. Accordingly, suspension of the LNP requirements would avoid these
burdens consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity. See 47 U.S.C. §
251(H(2)(B).

Consistent with 47 U.S.C. §§ 251(£)(2)(A)(ii) and (iii) of the Act, grant of the
suspensions is also necessary to avoid the imposition of undue economic burdens and
technically infeasible requiréments on the petitioners. My testimony provides
background information that sets forth the sequence of events and unresolved issues at
the FCC regarding LNP. Given the specific network and operational characteristics of the
Petitioners, the LNP requirement, if not suspended, would subject the Petitioners to
adverse economic conditions, unnecessary economic burdens and harm, and potentially
technically infeasible requirements. Accordingly, suspension of the LNP requirements
would be consistent with the public interest, convenience, and necessity in that it would
avoid unnecessary attempts to deploy LNP under conditions that would subject the

Petitioners to undue economic burdens and uncertain and infeasible requirements. See 47

U.S.C. § 251(D(2)(B).
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Q11:

Therefore, the interests of all parties, including the Petitioners, their customers,
and policymakers, would be better served by the grant of the suspension requests until
such time as there is a balanced policy result consistent with the public intefest. Under
current conditions, there would be no such policy balance between the substantial costs
that would be imposed on the public and the potential benefits of LNP in the rural areas
of South Dakota. Suspension of the LNP requirements is also consistent with sound
public policy because it would assure that the public interest would be examined properly

only after all of the relevant implementation issues have been resolved.

RELIEF REQUESTED

What relief is appropriate for the Petitioners?

The Commission should extend the current interim suspension of the LNP
requirements for the Petitioners until the conditions confronting the Petitioners, as
explained in this Testimony, have changed such that the per-line cost of LNP is more
reasonable compared to whatever demand, if any, may exist. These factors should be
reviewed in light of the criteria set forth in Section 251(b)(2) of the Act.

In any event, any consideration under the criteria of Section 251(b)(2) cannot
occur until after the issues pending before the Courts and the FCC related to the apparent
directives contained in the FCC’s November 10, 2003 Order on LNP (“Nov. 10 Order”)
are fully resolved, including any further and final disposition of the remaining rulemaking
issues and the resolution of the routing issues that the FCC explicitly has left to be
resolved later.

Regardless of any future consideration, the Petitioners would need sufficient time

6
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after the issues are resolved and circumstances may have changed to acquire and install

_ the necessary hardware and software and to implement the necessary administrative

processes and business relationships thét would be necessary to commence LNP.

This relief would avoid the potential waste of resources in an attempt to
implement what are currently a confusing, incomplete and inconsistent set of apparent
requirements that cannot be implemented in any rational manner given the status of the
Petitioners’ and the wireless carriers’ networks. Without suspension, the Petitioners
would find themselves in the untenable position of attempting to implement some
uncertain service and porting method that may require them to incur costs that may go
unrecovered and may subject their subscribers to much higher basic rates. Moreover, as
explained in this testimony, without suspension, customers may receive bills for calls that
they do not expect; some calls may not be completed to their final destination; and there

will be ensuing customer confusion.
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Q13:

Q14:

Q15:

BALANCING COSTS AND POTENTIAL BENEFITS WITH THE PUBLIC

INTEREST
What should the “public interest” determination entail?
The determination of the “public interest” should involve an evaluation of the

costs of LNP implementation and operation compared to the benefits that LNP

implementation would present for consumers.

A. THE COSTS OF LNP ARE SUBSTANTIAL.

Are the costs of LNP significant?

Yes. There are significant costs associated with implementing LNP including the
cost of upgrading switches, accessing the various LNP databases, modifying company
processes and training company employees.

Who would bear the cost of implementing LNP if the Petitioners were required to
do so?

The subscribers of the Petitioners will bear the costs of LNP either through an
FCC allowed LNP surcharge or through general increases in basic rates. Petitioners may
also be forced to bear some of the cost of implementing LNP to the extent that such cost
may not be recovered from subscribers or other carriers.

But, did not the FCC establish a cost recovery mechanism for the Petitioners?

Yes, but that does not address the surcharge and cost recovery burden that would

be placed on the rural users and does not address whether that result would be consistent

with the public interest. These charges would be assessed to all of the Petitioners” end
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users regardless of whether any of these end users desire to port numbers to wireless
carriers. The testimony and data provided in this proceeding regarding costs and the
resulting rate implications supports the conclusion that the subscribers of the rural
Petitioners would be shouldering significant rate increases to recover these costs,
regardless of whether any or just a few customers actually port their numbers. This cost
recovery burden would not be balanced with any possible public interest objective given
the lack of demand for LNP and the surcharges that would be imposed to recover the
substantial costs of LNP implementation.

Are the surcharges and potential basic rate increases to recover the costs of LNP
consistent with cost causer principles?

No. There is an extreme irony here. The very few customers that may want to
port their wireline number from Petitioners to another carrier’s service, such as a wireless
carrier’s service, will no longer be customers of the Petitioners. The vast majority of
Petitioners’ end users that remain will shoulder the charges and costs to the benefit of
only a handful of users that are no longer customers of the LEC. The vast majority of
customers that do not want to port will be forced to foot the bill for the very few that do.
Will the Petitioners be able to add new customers by porting wireless carriers’

customers to the Petitioners’ service?

For the most part, no. The manner in which the FCC put in place intermodal

porting, inconsistent with the reports from the industry workgroup that had been charged

with examining the intermodal issues, means that there is an extreme disparity between
wireline-to-wireless opportunities to port versus wireless-to-wireline. Therefore, for the
most part, Petitioners will be able to lose customers if LNP is implemented, but will not

9
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Q19:

be able to get others back. The necessary methods and rules to allow wireless-to-wireline
porting that would be competitively fair are the subject of a further rulemaking
proceeding before the FCC with no apparent resolution of the geographic disparity issues
that are at the root of the issues. See Nov. 10 Order at para. 41-44. In the meantime, a

competitively unfair version of intermodal LNP is in place.

B. THERE IS A LACK OF DEMAND FOR PORTING.

Will consumers benefit from the implementation of LNP by Petitioners?

Central to the evaluation of whether consumers will benefit from the
implementation of LNP is the level of demand that exists for LNP in Petitioners’ service
areas. It is my understanding that the Petitioners have not received any inquiries or
requests for LNP. In addition with respect to intermodal portability, in those areas where
intermodal LNP has already been implemented, there appears to be very little demand
from wireline customers to port their numbers to wireless carriers. Rather, the vast
majority of wireless ports appear to be from one wireless carrier to another.

Does the experience thus far with intermodal LNP have any bearing on the public
interest evaluation?

Yes. Based on readily available information, the demand for wireline-to-wireless
porting for the non-rural, large local exchange carriers has been small. For example,
according to a March 30, 2004 Press Release from the FCC, for the period between
November 24, 2003 and March 25, 2004, there were 6,640 informal complaints received
regarding wireless LNP. The FCC notes that “most of the complaints concern alleged
delays in porting numbers from one wireless carrier to another” and that a “much smaller

10
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number of complaints, estimated at just under ten percent of the total, involve alleged
delays in porting numbers from wireline carriers to wireless carriers.” In any event, the
small relative percentage of complaints is likely due to the small number of wireline-to-
wireless ports. Neustar reports that 95% of wireless ports have been from one wireless
carrier to another and only 5% of wireless ports were between wireline and wireless
carriers. See Communications Daily, NARUC Notebook, Vol. 24, No. 46, March 9, 2004
at p. 4.

Further, I can also report that the February 9, 2004 online edition of RCR Wireless
News indicated that there had not been much demand for wireline-to-wireless porting as
may have been initially anticipated. The online publication referenced a consumer survey
report compiled by CFM Direct that found that very few telecommunications customers
have switched their wireline phone numbers to wireless. The article quoted Barry
Barnett, executive vice president of CFM Direct, as stating: “Phone portability should
have enticed more landline users to switch to wireless, and although the data we have
doesn’t look at pre-teens, the owners of landline phones are primarily adults. We don’t
see adults making the shift.”

While these anecdotes are representative of the experience in the more urban, top
100 MSAs, I would expect the interest in rural areas to be even less. Wireless service is
less ubiquitous in rural areas, and landline users would be more reluctant to abandon
dependable wireline service for a wireless service of less certainty. Generally, for
obvious reasons, users do not abandon their wireline service, in any event, upon their first
use of wireless service in rural areas.

Therefore, as a result of the very limited perceived demand for intermodal LNP

11
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Q20:

experienced to date, the significant and higher costs for the smaller carriers, let alone the
technical and operational hurdles and unresolved issues, requiring the Petitioners to rush
to support LNP for intermodal purposes at this point lacks a balanced public interest
benefit. The public interest demands a balanced and thoughtful approach here, which the
grant of the suspension request will allow.

Can you explain why there is relatively little demand for intermodal LNP?

A: Yes. In my opinion, the nature of wireless service in the rural areas of
states like South Dakota is such that the public does not recognize wireless service as an
absolute substitute for wireline service. The quality of service, dependability, and service
record of wireline service makes it the reliable source that rural customers want and

depend on as their fundamental service. On the other hand, as I expect the Commission is

aware from its own experience here in South Dakota, wireless service is not as

ubiquitous, lacks predictable capacity and quality of service, has a lower probability of
call completion, and suffers from dropped calls. All of these factors mean that rural users
who must depend on quality, reliable service due to their remote locations are not going
to abandon their wireline service and convert to mobile service for actual use in their rural
communities. Their demand for wireless service is more for its mobile capability, and
this mobile capability is in addition to their fundamental need for a reliable wireline
phone. For these reasons, mobile wireless service is a complementary service, not a
replacement.

Therefore, while some customers may try wireless service, decide that it is
dependable enough, and subsequently drop their wireline sgrvice, they donotdosoina

single step, and do not do so with the need to port numbers. In other words, where a
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customer drops wireline service, it does so without the need to port a number. More
likely, the number of wireline subscribers that will drop wireline service in rural areas and
replace it solely with wireless service would be expected to be very small.

My conclusions abbut lack of demand for wir.eline-wireless LNP are consistent
with the FCC’s own analysis and statements. In July 2003, the FCC concluded that even

though there continues to be increased interest in wireless service:

only a small percent of wireless customers use their wireless phones as their only
phone, and that relatively few wireless customers have “cut the cord” in the sense

of canceling their subscription to wireline telephone service.

FEighth Report, In the Matter of Implementation of Section 6002(b) of the Omnibus
Budget Reconciliation Act of 1993 Annual Report and Analysis of Competitive Market
Conditions With Respect to Commercial Mobile Services, released July 14, 2003, at para.

102.

Moreover, the FCC concluded in August 2003 that:

. . . despite evidence demonstrating that narrowband local services are widely
available through [Commercial Mobile Radio Service or “CMRS”] providers,
wireless is not yet a suitable substitute for local circuit switching. In particular,
only about three to five percent of CMRS subscribers use their service as a
replacement for primary fixed voice wireline service . . . . Lastly, the record

demonstrates that wireless CMRS connections in general do not yet equal
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traditional landline facilities in their quality and their ability to handle data traffic.

See Report and Order and Order on Remand and Further Notice of Proposed
Rulemaking, Review of the Section 251 Uﬁbuﬁdling Obligations of Incumbent Local
Exchange Carriers; Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996; and Deployment of Wireline Service Offering
Advanced Telecommunications Capability, CC Docket Nos. 01-338, 96-98, and 98-147,
FCC 03-36, released August 21, 2003, at para. v445. |

Finally, consistent with these FCC findings, a 2004 Policy Bulletin of the Phoenix
Center for Advanced Legal & Economic Public Policy Studies entitled “Fixed-Mobile
‘Intermodal’ Competition in Telecommunications: Fact or Fiction?” als.o comes to the
same conclusions. See www.phoenix-center.org/PolicyBulletin/PCPB10Final.doc. While
the fundamental discussion in the Policy Bulletin is related to the extent of competition
with Bell Operating Companies, the bulletin concludes at p. 1 that wireline and wireless
telephone services are not “close enough substitutes to be effective intermodal
competitors” and at p. 2 that “even though there may be exceptions, consumers generally
do not consider the two services as sufficiently good substitutes . . . .”

For all of these reasons, the complementary nature of wireless service means that
very few, if any, wireline customers will want to take the single step, at the same time, of
abandoning wireline service, porting their number to wireless, and take a chance that they
will depend on wireless service. Accordingly, it is not in the public interest for society,
and particularly the rural subscribers of the Petitioners, to incur the cost of implementing

LNP and to divert the limited resources of the Petitioners which are already challenged by
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their service to sparsely populated areas and relatively lower income customers, for such
small, if any, demand and such a speculative and abstract objective.
Do the benefits of LNP justify the cost in the cases before the Commission?

No. Because the facts show that there is little or no demand for LNP, the

significant costs of LNP cannot be justified.

OTHER UNRESOLVED IMPLEMENTATION ISSUES RELATED TO THE

PUBLIC INTEREST EVALUATION.

Are there additional reasons why LNP is not in the pubic interest?

Yes. There are other unresolved issues associated with the ultimate routing of
calls to telephone numbers ported to wireless carriers that are relevant to the evaluation
here. Moreover, in the Nov. 10 Order, the FCC asked for further comment on Whéth'éf |
the porting interval should be reduced and on how to implement wireless to wireline
LNP. The resolution of these issues is unknown, the manner in which each will be
resolved will further affect the Petitioners and their end users and could require
Petitioners to incur additional costs in connection with LNP. Accordingly, the resolution
of these issues could further impact the LNP cost/benefit analysis.

Did the FCC’s Nov. 10 Order on intermodal number portability reconcile the facts of
rural LECs with the requirement to provide intermodal LNP when there is no
service arrangement with the wireless carrier “in the same location?”

No. The FCC’s Nov. 10 Order is, at best, incomplete in that it fails to address

with clarity and completeness the fact that there may be no wireless carrier arrangements
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in place “at the same location” (which is the situation confronting most of the
Petitioners), the obvious “location portability” aspect of mobile service, or the remaining
rate center disparity issues articulated by the industry workgroup discussed below. Many
of the FCC’s statements in i;[s recent orders on number portability with respect to service
locations of wireline LECs, rate ceﬁter areas, the geographic scope of the operations and
service offerings of wireless carriers, and mobile users are inexplicably inconsistent with

the facts confronting the Petitioners, previous FCC conclusions, and existing regulation.

A. ROUTING ISSUES

Do the unresolved and uncertain aspects of the intermodal number portability
requirements cause real world implementation consequences for the Petitioners?

Yes. The Nov. 10 Order does not automatically create service arrangements
between the Petitioners and the wireless carriers. The Nov. 10 Order does not clearly
answer questions about the manner in which calls to ported numbers of mobile users will
be treated from a service definition basis, how such calls will be transported to locations
beyond the LECs’ servicé territories, and over what facilities these calls will be routed.
What are the so-called “routing” issues?

Foremost, the wireless carrier to which the number may be ported may not have
any existing service arrangements with the wireline LEC in the specific geographic area
where the wireline LEC provides service using that number (i.e., in the geographic area
that constitutes “the same location”). Accordingly, even if the carriers knew that the
number had been ported to a wireless or wireline carrier providing service in another
location, there would not be any trunking arrangement in place (other than handing off
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the calls to interexchange carriers) to complete the call. No LEC, including the
Petitioners, has network arrangements for the delivery of local exchange service calls to,
and the exchange of telecommunications with, carriers that operate at distant locations
beyond the LEC’s actual service area in which local exchange service calls originate, and
there is no requirement for LECs to establish such extraordinary arrangements. LECs
have no obligation to provide at the request of a wireless carrier, at additional cost and
expense to the LEC, some extraordinary form of local exchange service calling beyond
that which the LEC provides for any other local exchange service call.
Would you provide an explanation of some of the uncertain aspects of the FCC’s
Nov. 10 Order with respect to so-called “routing” issues?

The Nov. 10 Order neglects to address specific operational and network
charagteristics of the smaller LECs such as the Petitioners. In this regard, I note the
statement of the FCC in a subsequent November 20, 2003 Order on number portability

denying a petition challenging the decision:

. . . [P)etitioners assert that there is no established method for routing and billing
calls ported outside of the local exchange. We note that today, in the absence of
wireline-to-wireless LNP, calls are routed outside of local exchanges and routed

and billed correctly.

What the FCC fails to understand in this statement is that calls routed outside of the
Petitioners’ local exchanges are routed to interexchange carriers (IXCs). Therefore, they

are routed and billed correctly as interexchange calls. The Petitioners do not have any
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obligation to provision local exchange carrier services that involve transport

responsibility or network functions beyond their own networks or beyond their incumbent
LEC service areas. Consequently, if the FCC means to presume that calls outside of the
local exchanges are routed and billed correctly as local calls, the FCC’s statement
contained in the second sentence is simply not correct.

Furthermore, it is well settled that LECs’ interconnection obligations only pertain
to their own networks, not to other carriers’ networks or to networks in areas beyond their
own LEC service areas. While the FCC has generally acknowledged a limitation on a
Bell company to route calls no further than to a LATA boundary, the FCC’s Nov. 10
Order apparently failed also to recognize that the Petitioners are physically and

technically limited to transporting traffic to points of interconnection on their existing

network that are no further than their existing service territory boundaries. It is my
understanding that some companies may have extended their access facilities outside their
local networks to provide centralized access services, but these circumstances are
exceptional and, in any event, the LECs are compensated for their provision of access
services to other carriers. For the Petitioners, telecommunications services provided to
end users that involve transport responsibility to interconnection points with other
carriers’ networks at points beyond a Petitioner’s limited service area and network
generally are provided by IXCs, not by the Petitioner LECs. The involvement of the
Petitioners in such calls is limited to the provision of network functions within their own
networks. As such, for calls destined to points “outside of the local exchange,” the IXC
chosen by the end user is responsible for the transport and network functions for the

transmission of the call beyond the Petitioner’s network. Accordingly, calls destined to
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interconnection points beyond the local exchange and service area of a Petitioner are both
“routed” aﬁd “rated” by the customer’s chosen IXC.

The wireline LEC that may originate calls to a number that has been ported to a
wireless carrier cannot unﬂatefally provision local calling to this number where there are
no arrangements established with the wireless carrier. Just as the introduction of an EAS
route involves the establishment of interconnection and network and business
arrangements between two carriers, the ability to exchange local exchange service calls
with a wireless carrier also necessitates interconnection and the establishment of the
necessary terms and conditions under which traffic may be exchanged. Interconnection
occurs as the result of a request and the mutual development of terms and conditions
between the carriers for such interconnection. Just as the establishment of an EAS route
does not occur in the absence of negotiation and agreement regarding the network
arrangements and the exchange of traffic, interconnection with a wireless carrier is not a
spontaneous event. The mere deployment of a NPA-NXX, the association of a rate
center point with a specific NPA-NXX, and/or the porting of a wireline telephone number
to a wireless carrier does not automatically establish interconnection or any expectation
that calls can or will be originated as a “local exchange service” call or that calls can be
completed on such basis.

Do the Petitioners typically have in place direct interconnection arrangements or
other service arrangements with all potential wireless carriers that could port
numbers?

No. This is in contrast to Bell companies which typically do have some form of

interconnection and physical trunking arrangements in place with most, if not all, of the
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wireless carriers that will seek number portability. Quite possibly that would explain
some of the incorrect assumptions which are the apparent basis for some of the FCC’s
statements in its Nov. 10 Order. These assumptions are apparently the result of assuming
that the experience and operations of the Petitioners are comparable to thét of Bell
companies.

What will be the consequences when a wireline number is ported to a wireless
carrier that has no direct interconnection arrangement or other service
arrangement in place with the wireline LEC?

The unresolved issues and the fact that no service arrangement may exist with the
wireless carrier means that there will be carrier and customer confusion. Where there is
no service arrangement between a Petitioner and the wireless carrier to which a number
may have been ported, there will be no trunk over which the LEC could direct local
exchange service calls to the wireless carrier if that is the service that the LEC seeks to
provide to its wireline customers. The Petitioners have only one available option for ﬁe
completion of such calls. In such instances, the caller attempting to place a call would
receive a message with the instructions that the call cannot be completed as dialed and
must be completed using an interexchange carrier by dialing 1 plus the 10-digit number.
If the customer dials the ported number in this manner, the LEC would hand such call off
to the interexchange carrier chosen by the originating user, the service is provided by the
interexchange carrier, the routing of the call would be determined by the interexchange
carrier, and the end user would be assessed a toll charge by that interexchange carrier.
Did the FCC say anything else concerning the routing of calls to wireless carriers in

the Nov. 10 Order?
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Yes. The FCC stated that the routing of calls between wireline and wireless
carriers did not need to be resolved in the LNP docket and, instead, it would be addressed

in the context of a Declaratory Ruling request filed by Sprint still pending before the

FCC.

. . . We make no determination, however, with respect to the routing of ported
numbers . . . . [T]he rating and routing issues raised by the rural wireline
carriers have been raised in the context of non-ported numbers and are before the
[FCC] in other proceedings. Therefore, without prejudging the outcome of any

other proceeding, we decline to address these issues at this time as they relate to

intermodal LNP.
Nov. 10 Order, para. 40, footnotes omitted.

B. OTHER UNRESOLVED AND UNEXPLAINED ISSUES

Why is it necessary to discuss the background and sequence of events leading to the
FCC’s Nov. 10 Order?

As I will explain below, the apparent directives in the FCC’s Nov. 10 Order have
not been logically explained, are not consistent with the FCC’s own conclusions and
procedural approach, and leave implementation issues unresolved for the Petitioners. The

conclusions to be drawn from the FCC’s Nov. 10 Order are still not clear.
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1. BACKGROUND: NUMBER PORTABILITY CONCEPTS

Are there other “types” of number portability other than Service Provider
Portability that you discussed earlier in this testimony?

Conceptually, yes. The FCC has defined a type of number portability called
“Location Number Portability.” As explained earlier in this Testimony, Service Provider
Portability is the ability of users of telecommunicati'ons services to retain, at the same

location, existing telecommunications numbers when switching from one local service

provider to another. In contrast, Location Number Portability is the ability of a
telecommunications service user to retain her or his same telephone number when

moving from one physical location to another.

Is Location Number Portability part of the definition of the Act?
As reflected above, the Act defines “number portability” as the ability for

customers to retain, at the same location, their existing numbers when switching carriers.

The definition contained in the Act is consistent with only the Service Provider Number
Portability definition that the FCC has adopted.
Has the FCC adopted requirements for Location Portability?

No. Location Number Portability involves geographic and other implementation
issues that go beyond those associated with Service Provider Number Portability. With
location portability, there is no longer a relationship between the NPA-NXX of the
telephone number and the geographic area in which an end user obtains service using that
telephone number. Because carriers’ services are based on specific geographic areas and
because carriers currently provision service and switch calls based on NPA-NXXs, the
“porting” of a number within a particular NPA-NXX to a different geographic area means
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that carriers are unable, with current technology, to determine the proper service

treatment of calls.

2. SERVICE “AT THE SAME LOCATION” ISSUES

Can you provide an example of the inability to determine the service treatment of
calls?

Yes. For example, under current technical capabilities, a carrier would not know
whether a call to a location ported number is to a location that is included within the local
calling area services offered by the LEC to its end users (such as the local exchange and
Extended Area Service (“EAS”) arrangements) or whether the call is to a distant location
that would be an interexchange call subject to provision by the end user’s preferred
interexchange carrier (“IXC”). In the former example, if the call would be between two
end users physically located within the local calling area, the call is treated as a local
exchange service call. In the latter example of a toll call originated in one of the
Petitioners’ service areas, the call is subject to equal access treatment (i.e., the call is
routed to the end user’s presubscribed long distance carrier) and is subject to the terms of
either intrastate or interstate access tariffs, and the rate for the call is determined by the
end user’s chosen IXC. However, because of the real-world, real-time incapability to
know the locations of the two end users involved in the call, implementing any form of
Location Number Portability would wreak havoc on the telephone companies and the end
users they serve unless and until some new and costly network capability could be
developed to determine the location of end users on a real-time basis. Absent this real-

time capability, end users would not be able to know what charges they are incurring and
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the LECs would not know how to recover their costs related to the call. It is for all of
these reasons the FCC has not required that LECs implement Location Number
Portability at this time.
Did the FCC conclude that porting numbers from wireline carriers to wireless
carriers for use on a mobile basis across the country constitutes location portability?
No. But the FCC did not explain the illogical consequences of that apparent
conclusion, and those aspects of its orders are the reason why the entire industry has been
left to “scratch its head” with regard to the meaning to attach to the FCC’s statemeﬁts.
The FCC simply stated its conclusion that porting numbers to a wireless carrier which
allows the wireless carrier to provide service on a mobile basis to customers that move
across the country does not mean that the service is provided beyond “the same location™
and therefore does not, in the FCC’s view, constitute location portability. However, the
FCC failed to explain rationally how the porting of a telephone number for use by a
mobile wireless service user constitutes retention of its use “at the same location.” In any
event, the statement about location portability cannot be reconciled with the facts, and the
FCC did not provide the necessary guidance as to how to reconcile this illogical statement
with the current network realities. When a number is ported for mobile wireless carrier
use, not only will a wireless carrier use that number to provide service to a mobile user
“moving from one physical location to another” -- the exact definition that the FCC
prescribed for the concept of location portability -- but more problematic is that, for the
Petitioners, the number could be ported to a wireless carrier that does not have any
service presence or any interconnection arrangement in the local exchange area associated

with the NPA-NXX number prior to its being ported.
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As is obvious, the FCC’s unsubstantiated statement is contrary, without sufficient
explanation, to the plain language of the Act, and leaves open the unreasonable
possibilities that (1) a number may be ported to a wireless carrier that has no presence,
whatsoever, in the area that constitutes “at the same location;” (2) the wireless carrier can
now port that number for use at many different locations, perhaps across the entire nation,
well beyond the “same service location;” and (3) the wireline LECs operating in “the
same location” have no arrangement, whatsoever, with the wireless carrier to which the
number has been ported in that “same location.” Accordingly, the FCC’s orders
completely neglect, without sufficient explahation, these circumstances and facts that

render the concept “at the same location” meaningless and the conclusions in the Nov. 10

Order illogical.

~ Are there any issues that arise as a result of wireless carriers using the ported

number on a mobile basis?

Yes. Despite the simple and unexplained statement by the FCC to the contrary, a
telephone number currently used by a wireline end user at a fixed location that is
subsequently ported to a wireless carrier to be used on a mobile basis automatically
involves the use of that telephone number when moving from one physical location to
another (unless the wireless user intends to fix the location of her or his wireless phone).

The mobile user may not only use the number when moving from one location to another
within the original exchange area, but likely will use the number in a much wider
geographic area including, for most wireless carriers, the ability to place and receive calls
at locations throughout the entire country. Furthermore, the wireless user may

subsequently take his or her wireless phone and move to another state and use that
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telephone number on a full time basis in that other state. As such, the porting of

- telephone numbers from wireline use to wireless mobile use automatically presents both

location portability and service provider portability issues. In the reverse, a mobile user
with a telephone number associated with a rate center area in another state (or at some
distance away frdm the wireline LEC but within the same state) can nevertheless use his
or her mobile phone in the wireline LEC’s local rate center area, but the LEC cannot port

that number from the wireless carrier to the wireline LEC’s use. This is the disparate

competitive situation that the FCC’s illogical requirements present which is also the

reason why the industry group charged with studying and making recommendations about

intermodal porting has never recommended that it be adopted specifically because of this

peographic disparity issue.

3. THERE HAS BEEN NO RECOMMENDATION FOR

INTERMODAL LNP.

Prior to the FCC’s Nov. 10 Order, were the obligations of the Petitioners clear with
respect to intermodal porting of a number to a wireless carrier?

No. The rulemaking process that the FCC put in place to resolve the issues
associated with the disparity in geographic service areas between wireline and wireless
carriers that arise under intermodal porting is still open and the issues are still unresolved.
There had been no recommendation or proposal as to how to resolve all of the
geographic disparity issues associated with intermodal porting.
What is the rulemaking process that the FCC announced that it would use to
examine and adopt rules for wireline-wireless number portability?
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The FCC recognized in its July 2, 1996 number portability decision that there are
complex definition and implementation issues with respect to wireline-wireless number
portability as compared to wireline-wireline number portability. These complex issues
arose because of the fundamental geographic differences between mobile wireless service
areas and wireline service areas. Accordingly, the FCC did not adopt requirements for
wireless-wireline number portability at the same time as it adopted the initial rules for
wireline-wireline number portability. Instead, in its August 18, 1997 decision, the FCC
decided that it would assign the more difficult wireless-wireline issues to an expert
industry workgroup (the North American Numbering Council or “NANC”) with the
intent that the workgroup would study these issues, develop consensus on solutions, and
then make “recommendations” to the FCC as to how to resolve the outstanding issués.
The FCC’s process, then, involves the development of recommendations by the NANC,
followed by FCC notice of such recommendations, and the allowance of sufficient time
and opportunity for the industry to study the recommendations and comment prior to any
such recommendations becoming a regulatory rule.

Did the FCC alter this process in its Nov. 10 Order?

No.

Has there been a recommendation from the industry expert workgroup regarding
porting between wireless carriers and wireline carriers?

No, and that is at the heart of the problem here. There has been no explicit
recommendation from the industry workgroup that states the manner in which the
geographic disparity issues arising from intermodal porting would be solved. There have
been reports which attempt to explain the unresolved geographic disparity issues related
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to porting between wireless and wireline carriers. For example, the NANC reported in
both 1999 and 2000, the last two reports that [ am aware of on these issues, that the
industry could not reach consensus on a resolution of the rate center area disparity issues,
and no recommendation on intermodal porting was offered. Nowhere can one find an

explicit and complete recommendation as to how the industry group proposed to solve all

of the disparate geographic, definition, and operational issues necessary to implement
wireline-wireless number portability consistent with the statutory requirements.

To add further confusion and uncertainty to this process, the geographic disparity
issues were originally related to Location Number Portability, not Service Provider
Number Portability. Based on my review of the reports, it appears that early in their
deliberations the industry workgroup concluded that if and when Location Number
Portability is implemented, the location porting of a number must nevertheless be limited
to service within the same rate center. This condition of confining portability to the same
rate center area was relevant solely to Location NumBer Portability, not Service Provider
Number Portability. However, the rate center area disparity issue has been inexplicably
confused, and the condition of confinement of portability to the same rate center area
somehow, over time and without clear explanation, apparently became part of the Service
Provider Number Portability considerations, despite the fact that this form of portability is
already defined by statute to be “at the same location.”

Based on your understanding of the NANC recommendations made to date, is there
one that you can point to that resolves the issues that you have identified regarding

intermodal porting?

No. Regardless of the confusing course, one cannot find a clear recommendation
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from the NANC as to how to reconcile these outstanding intermodal porting issues
(whether for location or service provider portability), much less any document or
proposals that constitutes a clear proposal for comment. The facts are: (1) the disparity in
the geographic aspects of wireline and wireless service still remain; (2) when a number is
ported to a mobile user, the wireless carrier that is the new service provider may not have
any intercarrier network interconnection or service arrangements in place in the original
rate center area; (3) the mobile user will most certainly use that number when moving
from one location to another; and (4) in all likelihood, the mobile user will use that
telephone number in a different rate center than the rate center with which it was
originally associated. ‘At the same location” has been rendered meaningless without
proper explanation.

What conclusions can you draw as a result of this sequence of events?

The Petitioners had no reason to expect that intermodal number portability,
inconsistent with the general understanding of the statute, existing regulation, and the
status of industry workgroup efforts, was yet required.

What has been the response of the LEC industry to the FCC’s action?

It is not surprising that the industry has responded with Court action challenging
the Nov. 10 Order.

What is the status of these proceedings?

All of these matters await substantive action.

Why are all of these uncertainties relevant to the instant requests for suspension?

Because the uncertainties raise the distinct specter that the Petitioners will be
making human and economic investments and expending real work resources all in an
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effort to make a good faith effort to implement LNP when their requirements are unclear.
Magnifying this problem, my understanding is that no, or very few, wireline customers of
the Petitioners have requested to port a number for wireless use. The real world concern
is that these costs could be incurred and would be reflected in end user rates without any
real purpose or potential benefit that would be afforded to customers._Moreover, after
these issues are resolved, Petitioners may find that they would be required to modify their
previous implementation activity at additional cost.

The requested relief would preclude the potential waste of resources in an attempt
to implement what are currently a confusing, incomplete and inconsistent set of apparent
requirements. As such, the requested relief is fully consistent with the public interest and
would recognize the infeasibility of the Petitioners moving forward with efforts based on
unknown and ambiguous FCC directives. The requested action would also avoid the
significant adverse economic impact on the Petitioners’ end users and undue economic
burden that will result from an attempt to comply under these uncertain conditions.

Without suspension, the Petitioners would find themselves in the untenable
position of attempting to implement some way in which numbers would be ported to
wireless carriers. However, in such case, as explained in this testimony, some calls may
not be completed to their final destination, there will be ensuing customer confusion,

customers may receive bills for calls that they do not expect, and the Petitioners will incur

costs that may go unrecovered.
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4. LACK OF ANY LOGICAL APPLICATION OF THE “RATE CENTER

AREA” CONCEPT TO MOBILE USERS.

Do you agree that it appears that much of the discussion and apparent directives of
the FCC depend on so-called rate center areas?

Yes.

What is a rate center area?

A rate center area is a specific geographic area. Telephone number codes (NPA-
NXXs) are assigned and associated with rate center areas with the assumption that these
numbers will be used to provide service exclusively within that rate center area (except in
the case of wireless carrier mobile users). However, the fact that wireless carriers may
not use the NPA-NXX to provide mobile service to the end user in the same rate center
area with which the NPA-NXX is associated for wirelinel service (and siniilarly a'WifeiesS
carrier may use a specific NPA-NXX associated with one specific rate center area to
provide mobile service in a different wireline rate center area) is at the crux of the
geographical rate center area disparity issue between wireless carriers and wireline
carriers that has not been resolved.

Within a rate center area, there is a designated rate center point (vertical and
horizontal coordinates) that carriers may use to calculate airline miles between any two
rate center points. The rate center point is a geographic point that is intended to be the
representative point for the entire rate center area for purposes of mileage calculation.

The concept of “rate center areas” was developed originally for purposes of
calculating charges for interexchange services where the rates were based on mileage.
Almost no calling services today depend on mileage. Some carriers’ billing and service
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administrative processes depend on industry databases (the “Local Exchange Routing
Guide” or “LERG”) that associate NPA-NXX telephone numbers with specific rate center
areas. However, many small LECs have no need for such reliance and do not necessarily
utilize such database tools because they provision their own local exchange carrier
services on an individual case basis, based on specific geographic areas included within
their local calling area and the establishment of unique physical trunking between those
geographic areas.

To add to the confusion, the FCC has attempted to extend the use of the word
“rate” (with respect to a call) beyond its original meaning, apparently now to mean the
determination by a LEC of whether a call is within the definition of what the LEC offers
and provides as local exchange service, or whether the call is not. The determination of
whether a call, when dialed, is a local exchange service call or an interexchange service
call is simply a service definition determination, not rating. As explained in this
testimony, the determination of whether a call is a local exchange service call or an
interexchange service call is based on the location of the calling and called parties._Under
the traditional use of the word, the Petitioners do not generally “rate” local exchange
service calls, at all. These calls are part of an unlimited service for which no “rating” is
necessary or applied. Rating was originally a concept relevant only to interexchange
services, and the rate center points (V&H) were used to determine the “rate” for the call.
But interexchange services are no longer rated based on mileage, the only “rating” that
takes place for interexchange service calls is in the determination of whether the
interexchange service call is intrastate or interstate in nature, based on the V&H

coordinates of the called and calling parties, and the duration of the call.
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Q48:

Are LECs required to rely on rate center information of other carriers contained in
industry databases in their provisioning of intrastate local exchange carrier
services?

No. Iam aware of no federal regulatory requirement which requires LECs,
including the Petitioners, to utilize LERG data that associates a specific NPA-NXX with
a specific rate center area as the sole means to determine the scope of local exchange
services to be offered to their own customers. Of particular note, as explained below,
even the FCC has concluded that this information is generally meaningless with respect to
mobile wireless service. The industry’s NPA-NXX assignment guidelines, endorsed by
the FCC, which include the administrative processes for the association of a rate center
area with an NPA-NXX code, also recognize that not all carriers utilize this information
for the definition and billing of services. Many small LECs do not depend solely, nor are
they required to do so, on the unsupervised information that other carriers submit for
inclusion in the industry database as the means to provision their local exchange services.

These LECs may, however, refer to this information as a tool to identify other carriers
and their apparent operations.

In summary, I am unaware of any federal regulatory requirement that carriers must
determine the jurisdiction of a call, or must provision specific local exchange carrier
services, based on rate center points that other carriers associate with NPA-NXXs. In
fact, the FCC has concluded previously that the telephone number does not determine the
jurisdiction of a call when the calling and called parties’ locations do not relate to the
geographic area associated with the NPA-NXX. The FCC has used the example of

callers in the multi-state area surrounding the District of Columbia to illustrate this fact.

33



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

Q49:

Because wireless carrier mobile users often cross state lines and are mobile, a cellular
customer with a telephone number associated with Richmond, Virginia may travel to
Baltimore, Maryland. A call between the mobile user in Baltimore and, for example, a
wireline end user in Alexandria, Virginia might appear to be an intrastate call “placed
from a Virginia telephone number to another Virginia telephone number, but would in

fact be interstate . . . .” 11 FCC Red 5020, 5073, In the Matter of Interconnection

Between Local Exchange Carriers and Commercial Mobile Radio Service Providers, and
Equal Access and Interconnection Obligations Pertaining to Commercial Mobile Radio
Service Providers, CC Docket Nos. 95-185 and 94-54, (1996) at para. 112, underlining
added. Similarly, while a call between a wireline end user in Richmond to the mobile
user in Baltimore might also appear to be an intrastate call because the call is placed from
a Virginia telephone number to another number that also appears to be associated with
Virginia, but this call would also in fact be an interstate call. When one end of the call is
in Maryland and the other is in Virginia, the call is interstate. The telephone numbers
assigned to the users do not determine the jurisdiction.

Does the concept of a rate center area and its association with an NPA-NXX make
sense with respect to telephone numbers assigned to mobile users of wireless
carriers?

No. It is nonsensical to associate a specific geographic area to a user that, by
definition, is expected to be, and most likely will be, mobile across large areas, including
potentially across the entire nation. The telephone number does not determine the
location of the mobile user. For jurisdictional determinations, the actual physical
location of the mobile user determines whether a call is intrastate or interstate. For
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Q50:

Q51:

interconnection purposes, i.e. to determine whether a call is within a Major Trading Area
(“MTA”™) or between two MTAs (i.e., intraMTA or interMTA), the location of the cell
site serving the mobile user at the beginning of the call is used as the surrogate for the
actual geographic service location of the mobile user, not the telephone number. I am not
aware of any FCC regulation that requires that the location of a mobile user be based on
the telephone number or NPA-NXX used by that mobile user.

Do others share your views about the lack of any geographic relationship between
rate center areas and mobile users?

Yes. My views are exactly consistent with the FCC’s conclusions. In its October
7,2003 number portability order related to wireless-wireless porting, the FCC concluded
(at para. 22) that “[b]ecause wireless service is spectrum-based and mobile in nature,
wireless carriers do not utilize or depend on the wireline rate center structure to prO'vz'de :
service: wireless licensing and service areas are typically much larger than wireline rate
center boundaries, and wireless carriers typically charge their subscribers based on
minutes of use rather than location or distance.” (emphasis added). The FCC’s
conclusion confirms that the specific geographic areas known as rate center areas for
wireline LECs have no relevance to the services offered to, or provided to, the typical
mobile user of the large wireless carriers.

You discuss intermodal LNP at great lengths. Does that mean that there are no
obstacles or burdens associated with intramodal LNP?

No. For most small and rural LECs, it is intermodal porting brought on by the
FCC’s Nov. 10 Order that has precipitated the need for the suspension request by the
Petitioners. However, implementing LNP for intramodal porting would present similar
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Q52:

cost burdens and potential imbalance between benefits and costs with similar public
interest implications. Furthermore, there are still those unresolved issues yet to be
decided such as the porting interval that would impact implementation of intramodal

porting the same as for intermodal porting.

CONCLUSION

What conclusions do you draw from youi' discussion of LNP?

Even if the unexplained and uncertain issues discussed in this Testimony were to
be resolved properly, the costs of implementing LNP in the rural Petitioners’ exchanges
would unjustly burden the rural customers with higher rates to support a capability that
would benefit only a few, if any, customers that may want to port their number. Further,
with respect to wireless LNP, the evidence is that there would be little, if any, demand by
rural customers to abandon wireline service and completely substitute wireless service.
The costs to deploy number portability are significant and would burden unnecessarily the
customers of the Petitioners without any clear or balanced public interest benefit. Given
these circumstances, the Petitioners should not be forced to incur substantial costs, to
redirect their limited resources into otherwise unnecessary or misguided efforts in an
attempt to comply with a confusing and incomplete set of apparent requirements, and
burden their rural users with rate increases for only speculative, if any, benefits. Such a
result would not be consistent with the public interest.

With respect to the incomplete and unexplained aspects of the FCC’s Nov. 10
Order, the Petitioners are placed in an untenable position — although carriers are required

to implement LNP if there is a request, the implementation requirements are incomplete
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and subject to change and. Further, with respect to intermodal LNP, the implementation

requirements (a) have not been properly established or logically explained; (b) are based

‘on assumptions that are inconsistent with the experience and operations of the Petitioners;

and/or (c) are incdnsisténf §vith the facts and existing regulations. Accordingly, these
shortcomings make the fulfillment of intermodal LNP infeasible and unduly economically
burdensome under uncertain terms. The Petitioners continue to have concerns about the
routing and completion of calls to intermodal ported numbers, the resulting confusion on
the part of customers about how to complete calls and the charges for such calls, and the
ensuing customer dissatisfaction with the Petitioners, as well as with federal and state
regulators, created by this state of uncertainty. Any attempt to implement LNP under
these circumstances would result in the imposition of undue economic burdens on the
Petitioners and their customers -- a result not consistent with the pubic interest.

The interests of all of the parties -- the Petitioners, their customers, and the
Commission -- will be better served by the grant of a suspension until such time as the
demand for LNP and the costs are balanced consistent with a rational public interest
determination and the apparent requirements can be satisfied in an orderly and thoughtful
manner. If the Petitioners are required to implement counter-productive, uncertain, or
infeasible requirements, customers will ultimately bear the harm in the form of greater
costs and a redirection of carriers’ resources away from more valuable and worthy efforts.
The implementation and network issues associated with number portability in the rural
areas served by the Petitioners are real and should be addressed in the interest of the
overall public, not just with respect to the interests of a very few customers and wireless

carriers that may want wireline-wireless number portability at the otherwise greater

37



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

Q53:

expense to the vast majority of users. Grant of the suspension would serve an overall
and balanced consideration of the public interest.

For the reasons set forth in this testimony, implementation of LNP pursuant to the
ECC’s apparent difec;tives would result in economic harm in the form of unnecessary
resource burdens on the Petitioners and their customers in the form of higher costs and
rates, undue economic burdens for the small LECs potentially affected by the uncertain
directives, and an apparent requirement for service provision that is not technically
feasible under current conditions. Each one of these conclusions provides a more than
sufficient basis for suspension of the LNP requirements consistent with the relief
requested by the Petitioners. Suspension of the LNP requirements will avoid the adverse
economic impacts set forth in Section 251(f)(2)(A) of the Act, will avoid technically
infeasible requirements, and would be consistent with the Secﬁon 251(H(2)(B) public
interest, convenience, and necessity criteria.

These conclusions provide a more than sufficient basis for suspension of the
requirements under the conditions and time frames requested by the Petitioners.
Does this end your testimony?

Yes.
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SUMMARY OF WORK EXPERIENCE AND EDUCATION
Steven E. Watkins
May 2004

My entire 28-year career has been devoted to service to smaller, independent

telecommunications firms that primarily serve the small-town and rural areas of the
United States.

| have been a consultant with the firm of Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLC since
June, 1996. The firm concentrates its practice in providing professional services to
small telecommunications carriers. My work at Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLC, has
involved assisting smaller, rural, independent local exchange carriers (“LECs”) and
competitive local exchange carriers (“CLECSs”) in their analysis of a number of
regulatory and industry issues, many of which have arisen with the passage of the
Telecommunications Act of 1996. | am involved in regulatory proceedings in several
states and before the Federal Communications Commission on behalf of small LECs.
These proceedings are examining the manner in which the Act should be implemented.
My involvement specifically focuses on those provisions most affecting smaller LECs.

| have over the last seven years instructed smaller, independent LECs and
CLECs on the specific details of the implementation of the Act including universal
'service mechanisms, interconnection requirements, and cost recovery. On behalf of
clients in several states, | have analyzed draft interconnection agreements and
conducted interconnection negotiations and arbitrations pursuant to the 1996 Act.

For 12 years prior to joining Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson, LLC, | held the position of
Senior Industry Specialist with the Legal and Industry Division of the National
Telephone Cooperative Association (“NTCA”) in Washington, D.C. In my position at
NTCA, | represented several hundred small and rural local exchange carrier member
companies on a wide array of regulatory, economic, and operational issues. My work
involved research, analysis, formulation of policy, and expert advice to member
companies on industry issues affecting small and rural telephone companies.

My association work involved extensive evaluation of regulatory policy, analysis
of the effects of policy on smaller LECs and their rural customers, preparation of formal
written pleadings in response to FCC rulemakings and other proceedings, weekly
contributions to association publications, representation of the membership on a large
number of industry committees and task forces, and liaison with other telecom
associations, regulators, other government agencies, and other industry members. |
also attended, participated in and presented seminars and workshops to the
membership and other industry groups too numerous to list here.

For those not familiar with NTCA, it is a national trade association of
approximately 500 small, locally-owned and operated rural telecommunications
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providers dedicated to improving the quality of life in rural communities through
advanced telecommunications. The Association advocates the interests of the

membership before legislative, regulatory, judicial, and other organizations and industry
bodies. ‘

Prior to my work at NTCA, | worked for over eight years with the consulting firm
of John Staurulakis, Inc., located in Seabrook, Maryland. | reached a senior level
position supervising a cost separations group providing an array of management and
analytical services to over 150 small local exchange carrier clients. The firm was
primarily involved in the preparation of jurisdictional cost studies, access rate

development, access and exchange tariffs, traffic analysis, property records, regulatory
research and educational seminars.

For over ten years during my career, | served on the National Exchange Carrier
Association’s (*NECA”) Industry Task Force charged with reviewing and making
recommendations regarding the interstate average schedule cost settlements system.

For about as many years, | also served in a similar role on NECA'’s Universal Service
Fund (“USF”) industry task force.

| graduated from Western Maryland College in 1974 with a Bachelor of Arts
degree in physics. As previously stated, | have also attended industry seminars too
numerous to list on a myriad of industry subjects over the years.

During my career representing small telecommunications firms, | estimate that |
have prepared formal written pleadings for submission to the Federal Communications
Commission on behalf of NTCA member and Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson client LECs in
over two hundred proceedings. | have also contributed written comments in many state
proceedings on behalf of Kraskin, Lesse & Cosson client LECs. | have provided
testimony in proceedings before the Georgia, Pennsylvania, Indiana, Kentucky,
Missouri, Nebraska, Minnesota, Montana, Tennessee, Kansas, South Carolina, New
Mexico, West Virginia, and Louisiana public service commissions. Finally, | have
testified before the Federal-State Joint Board examining jurisdictional separations
changes.
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DIRECT TESTIMONY OF TOM BULLOCK ON BEHALF OF
GOLDEN WEST TELECOMMUNICATIONS COOPERATIVE, INC.,

VIVIAN TELEPHONE COMPANY AND KADOKA TELEPHONE COMPANY

Q1.

Q2.

Q3.

Q4.

Q5.

REGARDING COMPANY-SPECIFIC COST DATA

Please State your name, Employer, Business Address and Telephone Num-
ber.

My name is Tom Bullock. I am employed with TELEC Consulting Resources
Inc. My business address is 233 South 13" Street, Suite 1225, Lincoln Nebraska,
68508. My telephone number is (402) 441-4315.

On whose behalf are you testifying?

I am testifying on behalf of the Company identified in the caption of the docket
set out above. I will refer to this Company as the “RLEC”.

Have you provided your background information and an explanation of your

role in this Docket in the “companion” testimony that has been offered in this

Docket?

Yes, I have.

Did you prepare Exhibit 1 to the Petition of the RLEC filed in this Docket?
Yes, in conjunction with members of the professional staff of TELEC, I was re-
sponsible for the preparation of Exhibit 1 as was attached to the Petition and I was
also responsible for the preparation of supporting information prepared in connec-
tion with the responses to the discovery requests of Western Wireless. I was also
responsible for the preparation of Exhibit 2 that is attached to this testimony.

In your “introductory” testimony you have explained the line items that

comprise Exhibit 2 and the process used to compile the data that was used to



Q6.

Q7.

Q8.

Q9.

Q10.

develop the cost as showp on Exhibit 2. Please discuss where in your “intro-
ductory” testimony you describe this process.

The process that was used to compile and develop the cost per line in Exhibit 2 is
described on pages six through twenty-one in my “introductory” testimony.

‘What was the source of the data?

The data was derived from the books, financial records and managers of the
RLEC. Data was also obtained from switch vendors, engineering consultants, tar-
iffs, service order administration service bureaus, the number portability admini-
stration center, a number portability database provider, and my professional ex-
perience.

‘What was the purpose of obtaining that particular data?

To assist me in preparing an estimate of the costs to implement LNP for the
RLEC.

Is this the type of data that experts in your field would ordinarily review in
formulating an opinion concerning the costs of LNP?

Yes.

What use did you make of the data after you received it from the RLEC?

I have explained the use of the data on pages eleven through twenty-one of my
“introductory” testimony.

Have you reached an opinion with a reasonable degree of professional cer-
tainty as to the total non-recurring costs, excluding transport, to implement
LNP that you have calculated for the RLEC that will be recovered over a 5-

year recovery period through an end user surcharge?



Q11.

Q12.

Q13.

Yes. My opinion is that the total non-recurring costs, excluding transport, is
$234,342. Such costs were amortized over a recovery period of 60 months using
a rate of return of 11.25%. The total nonrecurring costs per month, excluding
transport, amortized over five years is $5,124.

Have you reached an opinion with a reasonable degree of professional cer-
tainty as to the total recurring costs, excluding transport, to implement LNP
that you have calculated for the RLEC and that will be recovered from end
users on an ongoing monthly charge basis?

Yes. The amount is shown on Exhibit 2, and is calculated to be $9,227 per
month.

Have you reached an opinion with a reasonable degree of professional cer-
tainty as to the total cost, excluding transport, per line per month that would
be charged to end-users if LNP were to be implemented by the RLEC?

Yes, The amount is shown on Exhibit 2. This amount was calculated by adding
the total nonrecurring costs per month amortized over five years to the total recur-
ring costs per month, both amounts excluding transport costs, and dividing this
sum by the RLEC’s total access lines. The resulting cost per line per month was
calculated to be $0.48.

Have you reached an opinion with a reasonable degree of professional cer-
tainty as to the total LNP costs and the monthly amount recovered from each
end-user if the FCC determines that transport costs should be included in the

LNP costs recovered from end-users?



Q14.

Q15.

Q16.

Yes, These amounts are shown on Exhibit 2. The total nonrecurring and recurring
costs, including transport costs, were calculated to be $68,908 per month. The re-
sulting LNP cost per line, per month, including transport, was calculated to be
$2.29.

If FCC determines that transport costs should not be included in the end-
user surcharge, will the transport cost still be incurred and who will pay
these costs?

Transport costs will have to be incurred to transport calls outside of the RLEC’s
service area. If the cost is not recovered through an end-user surcharge, and if
these costs are not recovered from the wireless carrier, then the only party to pay
these costs would be the RLEC.

Is it your opinion that the calculations that you have just described fairly and
reasonably describe the non-recurring and recurring costs for the RLEC to
implement LNP and the end user charges to recover such costs?

Yes.

Does this conclude your testimony?

Yes, it does.
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PAGE 93/B4
Golden West GWVK Merged Exhibit 2
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs
With
Surcharges
LNP Non-recurring Costs & Taxes
Switch Upgrade Costs $ 145,757
Intemnal Business Procedure Changes % 40,265
Intercarrier Testing $ 4,754
Other Internal Costs 5 25109
LNP Query set up $ 2,090
S0A Non-recurring set up charge $ 1,000
Customer Notification Costs . $ 15367
Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport $ 234,342
Non recurring transport charges $ 23,809
Total Non-recurring Costs including transport 5 258,150
LNP Monthly Recurring Costs
SOA Monthly Charge $ 400
LNP Query Costs per month $ 1,850
Switch Maintenance Costs per month $ 3,827
Other Monthly Costs 5 3,350
Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport $ 9,227
Transport $ 54,036
Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport 5 83,263
Monthly Cost Calculations per line
Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport armortized over five years § 5,124
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years  § 5,845
Total cost per month excluding transport $ 14,382
Total cost per month including transport $ 68,508
Access Lines excluding Lifefine 34,586
LNP caost per line per month excluding transport 5 0421 3 0.48
LNP cost per line per month including transport $ 199 [ 5 2.29
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Please state your business name and addresses?

My name is George Strandell. My business address is as follows:
Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.

Vivian Telephone Company — (subsidiary of Golden West Telecom)
Kadoka Telephone Company — (subsidiary of Golden West Telecom)
415 Crown Street

P.O. Box 411

Wall, SD 57790-0411

My business telephone number is 605-279-2161.
By whom are you employed and in what capacity?

I am the General Manager of Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.
(Golden West), Vivian Telephone Company (Vivian) and Kadoka Telephone
Company (Kadoka). Golden West is a rural independent local exchange carrier that
provides local exchange, exchange access and other telecommunications services to
18,505 access lines, including 2,087 lifeline customers, within its South Dakota,
Nebraska and Wyoming service areas, which include the exchanges of:

“Exchang refi
W. Edgemont, WY 307 663
So. Ardmore, NE 308 453
So. Oelrichs, NE 308 525
White Clay, NE 308 862
White River, SD 605 259
Wall, SD 605279
Belvidere, SD 605 344
Quinn, SD 605 386
Oral, SD 605 424
Interior, SD 605433
Wood, SD 605 452
Kyle, SD 605 455
Creighton, SD 605 457
Ardmore, SD 605 459
Long Valley, SD 605 462
Oelrichs, SD 605 535
Milesville, SD 605 544
Haves, SD 605 567
Edgemont, SD 605 662
Martin, SD 605 685
Faith, SD Rural 605 739
Hot Springs, SD 605 745
Maurine, SD 605 748
New Underwood, SD 605 754
Wicksville, SD 605 798
Buffalo Gap, SD 605 833
Midland, SD 605 843
Philip, SD 605 859
Pine Ridge, SD 605 867
Enning, SD 605 985
Wasta, SD 605 993




Vivian Telephone Company, a subsidiary company of Golden West, is a rural
independent local exchange carrier that provides local exchange, exchange access
and other telecommunications service to 20,211 access lines, including 2,627
lifeline customers, within its South Dakota and Nebraska service areas, which

include the exchanges of:

“Exchange:. refix
So. Bonesteel, NE 402 653
So. Burke, NE 402 774
Gregory, NE 402 974
Avon, SD 605 286
Lesterville, SD 605 364
Springfield, SD 605 369
Menno, SD 605 387
Reliance, SD 605 473
Clearfield, SD 605 557
Scotland, SD 605 583
Marion, SD 605 648
Bonesteel, SD 605 654
Murdo, SD 605 669
Custer, SD 605 673
Vivian, SD 605 683
Rosebud, SD 605 747
Burke, SD 605 775
Gregory, SD 605 835
Winner, SD 605 842
Mission, SD 605 856
Witten, SD 605 879
Freeman, SD 605 925

Kadoka Telephone Company, a subsidiary company of Golden West, is a rural
independent local exchange carrier that provides local exchange, exchange access
and other telecommunications service to 514 access lines, including 51 lifeline
customers, within its South Dakota service area, which includes the exchange of

Kadoka.
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Q: Does your company have any direct points of interconnection with any
wireless carrier and/or does your company provide any blocks of numbers for
your company’s rate centers to any wireless carrier?

Yes.

How do the local calling areas of your exchanges compare with those of the
wireless carriers operating in your area?

Wireless service areas are much more extensive.

Does your company provide any Extended Area Service (EAS) plans to its
subscribers or to a connecting carrier’s subscribers?

Yes.

What is the current method of routing calls from your subscriber’s landline
phones to wireless phone numbers?

If the wireless carrier has a direct connection in the rate center and the originating
customer’s calls are dialed as a local number (i.e. 685-XXXX), the calls are routed
via EAS trunks to the wireless carrier. If the wireless carrier has no direct
connection in the rate center and the originating customer’s calls are dialed as a
long distance number (i.e. 1+605+XXX-XXXX) the calls are routed to the

customers presubscribed Interexchange carrier.

What is the number of wireless carriers serving in your company’s service

area?

A: ESTIMATE (Information obtained from Wireless Advisor.com):

1. AIR TOUCH COMMUNICATIONS, INC.
2. ALLTEL
3. AT&T WIRELESS
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37

38
39
40
41

4. CASCADE WIRELESS

5. CELLULAR ONE/WESTERN WIRELESS
6. COMMNET CELLULAR, INC.

7. CRICKET

8. GW WIRELESS

9. LONG LINES

10. MIDWEST WIRELESS

11. MONET MOBILE NETWORKS
12. MONTANA PCS

13. NECO PCS

14. NEXTEL

15. NTN PCS

16. PYXIS COMMUNICATIONS

17. QUICK CALL CELLULAR

18. QWEST WIRELESS

19. REDWOOD WIRELESS

20. SAGIR

21. SKAGIT WIRELESS

22. SPRINT PCS

23. T-MOBILE

24. TRACY

25. UNICEL

26. UNION TELEPHONE CELLULAR
27. VERIZON WIRELESS

28. VMN CONSORTIUM

29. WIRELESS II

30. NE COLORADO CELLULAR, INC./VIAERO WIRELESS

Have any subscribers requested local number portability (LNP) from your
company?

A: To the best of my knowledge, no subscribers have requested LNP.

Since the passage of the 1996 Telecom Act have any wireline carriers ever
requested LNP from your company?

A: To the best of my knowledge, no wireline carriers have requested LNP.
Have any wireless carriers requested LNP and if so when?

A: NE Colorado Cellular, Inc./Viaero Wireless-November 26, 2003
VERIZON WIRELESS-November 14, 2003
WESTERN WIRELESS-November 18, 2003
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Q:

How much time would be required for your company to provide LNP, if
ordered by the Commission?
We have not completed a specific implementation time line yet, but implementation
will take a considerable amount of time.
In your experience as the general manager of Golden West, Vivian and Kadoka,
have you seen increase or additions to the itemized fees on your customer’s
telephone bills?
Yes.
What do you expect your customer’s reaction to be to any new LNP fees on
their bills?
I would expect the reaction would be negative.
Is the public interest, convenience, and necessity served by requiring your
company to implement LNP at this time?
No. The current demand for LNP appears to be non-existent, as no customers have
requested LNP and the cost of LNP is significant.

Does this conclude your direct testimony?

A: YES
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IDENTIFICATION OF WITNESS., FACTUAL BACKGROUND
AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

A. Witness Background
What is your Name, Employer, Business Address and Telephone Number?
My name is Tom Bullock. I am employed with TELEC Consulting Resources,
Inc. My business address ié 233 South 13™ Street, Suite 1225, Lincoln, Nebraska
68508. My telephone number is (402) 441-4315.
On whose behalf are you testifying?
I am testifying on behalf of the Companies identified in Exhibit A attached to this
testimony. I will refer to the Companies listed on Exhibit A as the “RLECs.”
Each of the RLECs provides local telephone exchange service and exchange ac-
cess services in rural areas of South Dakota. Each of the RLECs is engaged in the
provision of general telecommunications services in the State of South Dakota.
‘What is your current position?
I am a consultant at TELEC Consulting Resources, Inc.
‘What are your duties and responsibilities at TELEC Consulting Resources?
I am responsible for consulting with clients regarding technical and regulatory
issues and for analyzing and modeling various kinds. of costs related to telecom-
munications.
What was your professional experience prior to your current position?
Prior to my current position I worked in the telecommunications industry for 19

years. I served at Aliant Communications (later merged with ALLTEL) in its En-
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gine‘ering, Network Operations, Marketing and Information Systems departments,
and held a variety of technical and management positions.

‘What is your educational background?

I hold a Master of Science degree in physics from the University of Nebraska-
Lincoln and a Bachelor of Science degree in physics from the University of
Michigan-Ann Arbor. 1 also attended Nebraska Wesleyan University for two
years prior to transferring to the University of Michigan.

‘What is the purpose of your testimony?

The purpose of my testimony is to offer support for the estimate of costs accom-
panying the Petition that each of the RLECs filed pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of
the Telecommunications Act of 1934 as amended (“the Act”) and South Dakota
Codified Laws SDCL § 49-31-80, amended as shown on Exhibit 2 attached to this
testimony. This cost estimate constitutes the basis for each RLEC’s contention
that a suspension or modification of the Local Number Portability ("LNP") re-
quirement is necessary; pursuant to Section 251(£)(2)(A)(i) of the Act, to avoid a
significant adverse economic impact on telecommunications users generally or,
pursuant‘ to Section 251(f)(2)(A)(ii), to avoid imposing a requirement that is un-
duly economically burdensome. This cost estimate represents the collection of
those costs that would be incurred in the provision of LNP. I will explain the
manner in which these cost estimates were developed.

What aspects of your professional experience did you use in preparing your
testimony today?

During my career with Aliant Communications, I served with a small group of

individuals responsible for creating and developing a new data communications



1 business unit within the larger corporation. My seven years with this data com-

2 munications division, during which it grew from three to over fifteen people,
3 gave me extensive personal experience in conceptualizing, developing and im-
4 plementing new business procedures for a small organization in which I had direct
5 management duties. I held the positions of Data Communications Engineer, En-
6 gineering & Operations Supervisor and Manager within the division. At a later
7 stage in my career, I assisted Aliant's Engineering and Network Operations de-
8 partments in adapting several 0f its information systems to newly designed busi-
9 ness processes, as part of the company's "Business Process Re-engineering" pro-
10 gram, intended to streamline Aliant's internal operations. Toward the end of my
11 career at Aliant, I developed and utilized software to automatically extract data
12 from one type of telephone switch, convert its format, and load it into a different
13 type of switch, in connection with a series of major central office conversion pro-
14 jects the company had undertaken. More recently, as a consultant, I have com-
15 piled and analyzed the cost data necessary to file tariffs at both the state and fed-
16 eral ievels on behalf of small telephone companies. I participated with other
17 TELEC staff in the collection and analysis of data necessary to develop each
18 RLEC’s estimates of the cost of implementing LNP. As part of this analysis, I
19 developed mathematical functjons to model certain categories of costs associated
20 with LNP implementation.

21  OVERVIEW OF LNP PROCESSES AND METHODS OF ESTIMATING COSTS

22 Q. Can you provide a general overview of the network interconnections re-
23 quired for LNP and some of the processes involved with porting a telephone
24 number?

25
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Yes. Exhibit B, attached to this testimony, is a pictorial representation of the
principal network architectural features required for LNP. This sketch shows two
service providers and the LNP-related interfaces each must establish in order to
port a telephone number from one (the “Old SP” - oval on the left) to the other
(the “New SP” — oval on the right). The process of porting a number begins when
a customer of the Old YSP, represented by the telephone set near the middle of the
figure, contacts the New SP and asks to have his telephone number ported to the
New SP. (In the case of wireline-to-wireless porting, the customer’s wireline
number would be ported to a wireless handset served by the wireless carrier -
large “TN port” arrow from telephone set to wireless handset). The New SP will
then send a Local Service Request (“LSR”) to the Old SP, typically via fax trans-
mission, requesting that the custor;ler’s number be ported. The Old SP validates
the information on the LSR, responds to the New SP with a Firm Order Confirma-
tion (“FOC”) and executes a transaction with its contracted LNP Service Order
Administrator (“SOA”), who in twn updates the appropriate regional database
operated by the Number Portability Administration Center (“NPAC”), thereby es-
tablishing an initial pending record (called a “subscription version™) in the master
database shared by all carriers in the region. All carriers participating in LNP
must either utilize the services of an NPAC-certified SOA, or establish their own
NPAC-certified SOA function internally. After the New SP receives the FOC, it
will perform a similar function (likely using a SOA different from that used by the
Old SP) to update the same regional NPAC database. If there is any material dis-

crepancy between the records submitted by the two SPs, the NPAC’s Service
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Management System (“SMS”) will not allow the port to proceed until the discrep-
ancy is resolved. On the due date, the New SP will send another message to the
NPAC to request that the port be “activated.” If no errors or discrepancies exist
among the NPAC records associated with the porting request, the NPAC will ac-
tivate the port by sending a message to all the contracted LNP Query service pro-
viders in the region, causing them to establish a new record in their databases that
associates the ported telephone number with the New SP. More precisely, the
new record in these databases associates the ported number with the Location
Routing Number (“LRN”) of the New SP’s switch that now serves the number,
which may have now become a wiréless number. During call processing in a
switch that has been made LNP-capable, the switch must launch LNP queries to
such a database to retrieve the LRN for any ported number. The LRN is used by
all switches in the call train in place of the dialed digits to route the call to the
proper terminating switch. Finally, the diagram on Exhibit B shows trunk links
required to transport such calls from carrier to carrier. Solid lines represent trunks
in place today that carry toll traffic. The dotted line connecting the two ovals
represents a direct trunk link thét may or may not be in place between the Old SP
and the New SP.

What process did you use to prepare the cost estimates shown in Exhibit 1 as
filed for each of the RLECs and those estimates shown in Exhibit 2, attached
to your testimony?

There were four stages of activity involved in preparing the cost estimates shown
in Exhibit 1, and a fifth stage involved in preparing the Exhibit 2 estimates. First,

shortly after the FCC released its November 10, 2003 Order on wireline to wire-
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less LNP, TELEC Consulting staff, together with management personnel of sev-
eral small rural telephone companies, began to analyze the effect that the provi-
sion of wireline to wireless LNP would have on such a company's internal opera-
tions and to identify the kinds of new costs that would arise from LNP implemen-
tatioh. We specifically discussed and analyzed LNP network architecture issues,
switch software and technical network interface reqlliréments, administrative re-
quirements of the NPAC, SOA service bureau options, internal provisioning proc-
esses, LNP database query services and cost recovery issues including the LNP
End User charge. In addition, we analyzed various call flow scenarios in a num-
ber porting environment and recognized that certain transport facilities must also
be in place to fully support wireline to wireless LNP. Second, TELEC asked rep-
resentatives of this group of telephone companies to estimate their costs for im-
plementing the capabilities and performing the activities required for LNP that we
had identified at that time. Qur analysis of the responses suggested that costs in
some categories could be reasonably represented as functions of company size.
Third, using these company-provided estimates as a guide, TELEC developed a
model to calculate estimates for those cost categories, derived from basic com-
pany facts, such as number of customers, number of employees and wage rates,
and using a common set of methods applied to all companies. We also developed
a data request form that could be used as a source of input data for the model. A
paper copy of that form, the Excel workbook LNPCostDataRequest.xls, is at-
tached to this testimony as Exhibit C1; its accompanying instructions are attached

as Exhibit C2. Fourth, TELEC obtained from each of the RLECs a copy of the
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LNPCostDataRequest.xls form, filled in with the company’s own data. In those
cases where a group of operating companies elected to jointly file a petition with
this Commission, data from the companies was merged into a single Excel file for
the group. Using this data as input, the output from TELEC’s cost model consti-
tuted the cost estimates shown on Exhibit 1 as filed with the RLECs’ petitions.
Fifth, and following the filing of the petitions, TELEC made several refinements
to our cost estimates in several categories. We investigated the LNP software
pricing policies applied by the vendors of the switches used in the RLECs’ net-
works — namely, the Nortel DMS-10, the Siemens DCO and the Mitel GX-5000.
We adjusted downward our estimates of SOA costs to account for lower cost
SOA options that we investigated after the filing of the petitions. We verified cir-
cuit mileages, applicable tariffs and connectivity requirements in our estimates of
transport costs. We corrected estimates of database query costs. We made ex-
plicit assumptions about the quantity of telephone numbers that each RLEC
would port out each month, based on the number of the RLEC’s access lines,
which led to a specific choice of SOA option and SOA cost estimates for each
RLEC, and to an estimate of monthly expense incurred to port these telephone
numbers to a competing wireless carrier. The results of these adjustments are re-
flected in the cost estimates shown on Exhibit 2, attached to this testimony.

What information did TELEC collect from each RLEC using the Excel file
LNPCostDataRequest.xls?

TELEC asked each RLEC to obtain from its switch vendor or engineering con-
sultant a price quote for LNP capability in each of its switches, and to provide

TELEC with information from that price quote. TELEC asked each company to
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estimate the increase in annual switch maintenance expense it would incur as a
consequence of having installed LNP capability in its switches. TELEC also
asked each company to also provide the following general information about its
operations and its neighboring wireless competitors. Regarding its own opera-
tions, we asked for:
1. Number of access lines in service;
2. Number of Lifeline customers;
3. Number of employees having certain job titles that would be involved
with LNP implementation;
4. Average loaded wage rates, including benefits and overheads, for em-
ployees in those job titles.
Regarding neighboring wireless competitors, we asked for:
5. Identity of wireless.carriers that have sent the company a request for
LNP;
6. Identity of other wireless carriers with coverage in the company's ser-
vice area;
7. Identity of wireless carriers with existing direct trunks connecting to
the company's switching network.
And to allow us to estimate transport costs, we asked for:
8. Airline mileage from the company's switches to the nearest LATA
tandem location.

‘What is the common set of methods applied to all companies that you re-
ferred to earlier?



A. TELEC used two sets of methods: one set for the cost estimates filed with each of
the RLEC’s petitions as Exhibit 1, and a different set for the cost estimates at-
tached to this testimony as Exhibit 2. In each case, the methods fall into ten cate-

gories, corresponding to individual line items on Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. These

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

22

23
24

categories are as follows:

1. Switch Upgrade Costs
2. Internal Business Procedure Changes
3. Intercarrier Testing
4. Other Internal Costs
5. LNP query services, including:
a. LNP Query set up
b. LNP Query Costs per month
6. SOA services, including:
a. SOA Non-recurring set up charge
b. SOA Monthly Charge
7. Customer Notification Costs
8. Switch Maintenance Costs per month
9. Other Monthly Costs

10. Transport costs, including:

a. Non recurring transport charges
b. Transport (i.e. monthly recurring transport charges)

CATEGORIES OF ESTIMATED COSTS

Q. What costs are included in the “Switch Upgrade Costs” category?



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23
24

In order for a telephone number to be ported out of one service provider’s switch
to a different service provider’s switch, both switches must be capable of execut-
ing a number of functions that are essential to the proper routing of calls to ported
numbers. These functions include (1) querying an internal database to determine
whether a locally dialed number belongs to a ported NPA-NXX; (2) launching an
SS7 Transaction Capabilities Application Part (“TCAP”) query to a provider of
LNP database query services, to retrieve the LRN of the new service provider’s
switch; (3) manipulation of the SS7 ISDN User Part (“ISUP”’) message, sent to es-
tablish trunking resources for the call - in order that downstream switches are
made aware of the fact that a query has already been performed and so that the
new service provider’s switch can properly terminate the call to the originally di-
aled number; and (4) routing the call from the originating switch to the correct
outgoing trunk group for the specific LRN associated with the new service pro-
vider’s switch. The first three of these functions are provided through the installa-
tion of LNP software that switch manufacturers have made available to their cus-
tomers, including the RLECs. The fourth function is provided through manual
updates to internal switch translation tables that control the routing of telephone
numbers to outgoing trunk facilities. The “Switch Upgrade Costs” category in-
cludes both the cost of installing the manufacturer’s LNP software, and of per-
forming the necessary translation changes, in each RLEC’s Host and Stand-Alone
switches. Translations for Remote switches must be performed in the controlling

Host.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Switch Upgrade Costs” cate-
gory, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

10
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For Exhibit 1, TELEC obtained from each company an estimate of the cost of
purchasing and installing the necessary hardware and/or software to provide LNP
capability and of performing the necessary switch translation table changes
needed to route calls to ported numbers. We used the data that each company
provided on the SWitch&Trans}port sheet of LNPCostDataRequest.xls, simply
totaling the dollar amounts in the two columns labeled “Vendor upgrade price for
LNP capability” and “LNP Installation Costs (internal and/or external)” to pro-
duce a total “Switch Upgrade Cost.” For Exhibit 2, we investigated the LNP pric-
ing policy used by the manufacturer of each RLEC’s switches and asked each
company to provide us with the company-specific information needed to apply
those policies, such as a count of equipped lines or switch ports, and whether the
RLEC participates in the manufacturer’s annual-fee software maintenance pro-
gram. We also verified whether or not each RLEC already had LNP capability in
some or all of its switches. We then determined that the Switch Upgrade Cost in-
curred for providing LNP should be the sum of the following items:

1. Either:

a. The amount shown on a vendor price quotation provided to the RLEC,
if that quotation clearly indicated that only LNP capability was being
provided for in the quotation; or, otherwise,

b. The result of a straightforward application of the switch manufac-
turer’s LNP pricing policy for the RLEC in question; and

2. A uniform cost for having switch translations performed by an outside en-

gineering firm; and

11
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3. A uniform cost for the company’s own technicians’ participation in the

translations work.

What costs are represented by the “Internal Business Procedure Changes”
category?

These are the costs associated with modifying an RLEC’s internal business pro-
cedures so that the RLEC can respond in a timely and reliable manner to a request
from a competing service provider to port an individual telephone number.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Internal Business Procedure
Changes” category, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

TELEC used the same method for Exhibit 1 and Exhibit 2. TELEC organized
these costs into ten subcategories and determined that the costs in each subcate-
gory could be reasonably estimated using mathematical functions of three kinds
of variables: (1) an RLEC’s count of access lines, (2) the quantities of personnel

the RLEC employs with certain job titles, and (3) the wage rates of those employ-

€Es.

TELEC identified four general types of routine activity associated with porting a
number for which an RLEC would need to develop new internal business proce-
dures:
1. receiving an LSR from the competing carrier and responding with an
FOC,
2. interfacing with a SOA for entry of data into the NPAC’s regional number

portability database;

12
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3. performing switch updates, such as applying an unconditional 10-digit
trigger, for the ported number; and
4. maintaining historical records, such as a database of all numbers that have
been ported out to other carriers.
The costs estimated here are those costs associated with planning for and estab-
lishing the procedures to be followed in performing these activities — not the costs

of actually performing them on a routine basis.

TELEC also identified five types of preparatory activity needed to formulate an
overall company plan for LNP implementation, to train personnel in the number
porting procedures described above, and to put into place various information
management tools. These preparatory activities are:

1. general initial process planning;

2. training of technicians;

3. training of customer service representatives;

4. modification of the company’s billing system to add an LNP End User

Charge; and

5. other computer programming.

Finally, TELEC recognized that time would be needed to establish procedures for
resolution of problems that occur after a port has been completed and tested, such
as network routing problems that are unrelated to an individual customer’s num-
ber porting event, but which affect ported numbers, either predominantly or ex-

clusively. We labeled this activity "set up troubleshooting procedures."

13
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TELEC associated each of these ten activities with the job titles typically held in a
small telephone company, and estimated the minimum number of hours that a
person holding a specific job title would need to spend working on that activity -
in a very small organization with no overhead costs of supervision or interper-

sonal communications, and with minimum complexity.

The job titles TELEC associated with theses activities are: General Manager, Cus-
tomer Service Supervisor, Engineering Supervis’or, Operations Supervisor, Office
Manager, Switch Engineer, Switch Technician, Computer Programmer, Customer
Service Representative and Office Assistant. TELEC requested that each com-
pany provide quantities of employees holding each of these job titles and the av-
erage loaded wage rate for each job title on the StaffInfo sheet of LNPCostDa-

taRequest.xls.

We then assigned a logarithmic, “company-size” scale-up coefficient to each ac-

~ tivity to represent the degree to which employees of a larger company would

spend more time on that activity than employees of a smaller company would
spend. These coefficients account for the additional overhead associated with
management, supervision and interpersonal communications, and the greater ad-
ministrative complexity, associated with larger organizations when implementing
and adapting to new procedures. This coefficient was multiplied by the base-ten
logarithm of the company’s number of access lines to produce a company-specific

scale-up factor for each activity, according to the following formula:

Fa=1+ Ca*logio(L)

14
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where:
Fy is the scale-up factor for activity A;
Ca is the scale-up coefficient for activity A;
logio(x) is the base-ten logarithm of x;
L is the number of the company’s access lines.
Exhibit D, attached to this testimony, shows, for each activity, the scale-up coeffi-

cients and, for each activity and job title, the estimated minimum hours spent on

that activity by a person with that job title.

For each activity, the estimated actual time spent on that activity by each person

- holding a particular job title is the product of the estimated minimum time for that

activity and job title with the scale-up factor for that activity. The contribution of
a particular job title toward the cost of each activity is the product of the follow-
ing three factors: the estimated actual time spent per person on that activity, the
number of people holding that job title, and that job title’s average loaded wage

rate. The total cost of each activity is the sum of the contributions of all job titles.

The total cost of Internal Business Procedure Changes is the sum of the costs of

all activities.

What costs are included in the “Intercarrier Testing” category?

The costs included in this category are labor costs incurred to test all of the port-
ing processes prior to processing the first porting request and to troubleshoot any
problems that may occur during the initial phases of LNP implementation. Dan
Davis has described in his testimony the need for intercarrier testing.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Intercarrier Testing” cate-
gory, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

15
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TELEC estimated, for both Exhibits, that each RLEC would need to devote 120
man-hours to this activity. For most RLECs, we assumed that forty hours would
be spent by the Customer Services Supervisor, forty man-hours by one or more
switch technicians and forty man-hours by one or more Customer Service Repre-
sentatives. For RLECs that lack one or more of these job titles, we assigned this
activity to a different job title that the RLEC does use. We applied the wage rates

that each RLEC reported to us to calculate a total cost for this activity.

‘What costs are included in the “Other Internal Costs” category?
The costs that are included in this category are regulatory, consulting, and legal
costs. These are costs that are incurred to negotiate and establish agreements with

the NPAC, with each RLEC's selected SOA service bureau and LNP Query ser-

vice provider, and with service providers requesting LNP. Also included in this

category are costs associated with completing intercarrier porting forms and trad-
ing partner profile forms with service providers requesting LNP; developing cost
support for, writing and ﬁling with the FCC a tariff for the LNP End User charge;
and general education of the company's management regarding LNP implementa-

tion.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Other Internal Costs” cate-
gory, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

TELEC determined, for both Exhibits, that each RLEC’s General Manager would
need to devote a certain number of hours-to these activities and that each RLEC
would also hire outside engineers and/or regulatory consultants as well as attor-

neys to assist with this work. The specific number of man-hours we estimated
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would be required for each activity are summarized in Exhibit E, attached to this

testimony.

What costs are included in the “LNP Query set up” and “LNP Query Costs
per month” categories?

These are the initial and ongoing monthly fees paid to a provider of LNP Query
services. As I explained earlier, one of the architectural requirements of LNP is
that switches must be able to launch queries over the SS7 network for retrieval of
the' LRN of a ported number, in order to properly route a call to such a ported
number to its correct terminating switch.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “LNP Query set up” and “LNP
Query Costs per month” categories, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

TELEC contacted several providers of LNP Query services to learn about their
pricing policies. In general, LNP Query services include a set-up fee and recur-
ring monthly charges. The recurring charges are priced at a small fraction of a
cent per query, for a unique Originating Point Code, meaning that costs are in-
curred separately for each Host switch and each Stand-Alone switch in an RLEC's
network.. Also typical of LNP Query service pricing is that there is a minimum
monthly charge per Originating Point Code. Rather than try to estimate the quan-
tities of queries that each switch would launch, TELEC used the monthly mini-
mum charge of a well established service provider to estimate these costs. For
Exhibit 1, we failed to account for the fact that the service provider would charge
this minimum for each switch, assuming that the monthly minimum applied to the

company as a whole. This error was corrected in Exhibit 2.
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What costs are included in the “SOA Non-recurring set-up charge” and
“SOA Monthly Charge” categories?

These are the initial and ongoing monthly fees paid to a provider of LNP SOA
services. As I explained earlier, all carriers participating in LNP must either util-
1ze the services of an NPAC-certified SOA, or establish their own NPAC-certified
SOA function internally.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “SOA Non-recurring set-up
charge” and “SOA Monthly Charge” categories, for Exhibit 1 and for Ex-
hibit 2?

TELEC assumed that none of the RLECs would implement its own SOA and
would therefore need to utilize a SOA service bureau. For Exhibit 1, we used the
average of the SOA fees charged by two well established SOA service bureaus.
For Exhibit 2, we used two lower-cost options, referred to below as "SOA Option
A" and "SOA Option B," offered by a third service bureau, designed expressly for
small telephone companies. We assumed that the smallest RLECs would use
SOA Option A and that larger RLECs would use SOA Option B. The monthly
cost of SOA Option A varies with the quantity of number porting transactions
performed each month. We estimated that each number porting event would re-
quire three such transactions to complete the port. We assumed that RLECs with
INOre access lines would port more numbers each month than would those with
fewer access lines. Our assumptions about which SOA Option - A or B - that an
RLEC would utilize, and the quantity of number porting events it would execute
each month, are summarized in Exhibit F, attached to this testimony.

What costs are included in the “Customer Notification Costs” category?
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These are costs that will be incurred to notify each customer of the LNP End User
charge that will be assessed on his monthly bill as well as any other line item on
the bill that may increase as the result of LNP implementation.

‘What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Customer Notification Costs”
category, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

TELEC determined, for bothExhibits, that this cost could be reasonably esti-
mated using a mathematical function of the quantity of access lines served by the
RLEC. The function that TELEC used to estimate this cost is:

$500 + [ $0.37 x ( Lines)] + [ SQRT( Lines) x $2.50 ]

What costs are included in the “Switch Maintenance Costs per month” cate-
gory?

These are additional fees that a switch manufacturer would charge for software
maintenance and technical support, due to the addition of LNP capability in each

switch.

‘What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Switch Maintenance Costs per
month” category, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

For Exhibit 1, TELEC obtained from each company an estimate of the increase in
its switch maintenance costs due to the addition of LNP capability in its switches.
During our discussions with representatives of the three switch manufacturers that
provide the RLECs’ switching equipment, we learned that none of them would |
increase the fées charged for software maintenance and technical support as a
consequence of having LNP capability installed. For Exhibit 2, we set these costs
to zero.

What costs are included in the “Other Monthly Costs” category?
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These are labor costs associated with performing the work necessary to port indi-

vidual telephone numbers on a routine basis.

‘What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Other Monthly Costs” cate-
gory, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

For Exhibit 1, TELEC did not include any costs in this category. For Exhibit 2,
we assumed that each RLEC would port a certain quantity of numbers each
month, based on its count of access lines, as explained earlier for the “SOA
Monthly Charge” category. We determined that, for each number porting service
order, five man-hours at the RLEC’s Customer Service Representative wage rate
is a reasonable estimate of théée labor costs.

What costs are included in the “Non-recurring transport charges” and
“Transport” categories?

These are the non-recurring and monthly recurring costs associated with establish-
ing a T1 circuit to carry trunk groups to a point of interconnection (‘;POI”) in the
RLEC’s LATA of each wireless carrier providing coverage in the RLEC’s service
area. If a wireless carrier has not established a direct connection within an RLEC
exchange in which it requests LNP, and if the FCC would require at some date in
the future that the RLEC is responsible for the costs of such facilities, these facili-
ties would need to be provisioned by the RLEC to ensure that calls to ported
numbers can be properly delivered to the correct terminating switch.

What method did TELEC use to estimate the “Non-recurring transport
charges” and “Transport” categories, for Exhibit 1 and for Exhibit 2?

For both Exhibits, TELEC estimated that one T1 circuit would be required be-
tween each Host or Stand-Alone switch operated by an RLEC and the nearest POI

of each wireless carrier with coverage in the RLEC’s service area. We assumed
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that each wireless carrier’s nearest POI is at the same location as the LATA tan-
dem nearest to the RLEC’s service area. In those few cases where a wireless car-
rier already has a direct connection to an RLEC’s switch, we assumed that the ex-
isting connection could carry the traffic generated by local calls to numbers that
have been ported from that RLEC switch to that wireless carrier, and that no new
T1 circuit need be established. As I explained earlier, after Exhibit 1 was submit-
ted with the RLECs’ petitions, we verified circuit mileages, applicable tariffs and
connectivity requirements in our estimates of transport costs for Exhibit 2.

Why are these costs included in the cost analysis?

Costs to transport local calls to ported numbers to a wireless carrier’s POI have
been included in our analyses to demonstrate the potential impact that transport
costs would have on the RLECs’ end-users if the RLEC must arrange for the

transport to accommodate LNP.

DERIVED MONTHLY COSTS

How are the “Monthly Cost caleculations per line” amounts calculated?

There are four lines of cost derived under the heading “Monthly Cost Calculations
per line”. The first line involves the calculation of the total nonrecurring cost per
line per month excluding the cost of transport. The cost on this line is calculated
by amortizing the amount on the line titled “Total Non-recurring Costs excluding
transport” over a 60-month period at the current rate of return of 11.25% as pre-
scribed pursuant to Part 65 of the FCC rules.

The second line involves the calculation of the total nonrecurring cost per line per

month including the cost of transport. The cost on this line is calculated by amor-
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tizing the amount on the line titled “Total Non-recurring Costs including trans-

port” over a 60-month period at the current rate of return of 11.25% as prescribed

‘pursuant to Part 65 of the FCC rules.

The third line involves the calculation of the total cost per line excluding trans-
port. The cost on this line is calculated by adding the amount as shown on the
“Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport” line with the amount as
shown on the “Total Recurring Monthly Cost excluding Transport™ line.

The fourth line involves the calculation of the total cost per line including trans-
port. The cost on this line is calculated By adding the amount as shown on the
“Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport” line with the amount as
shown on the “Total Recurring Monthly Cost including Transport” line.

How is the LNP cost per line per month calculated?

The total cost per month excluding transport is divided by the access lines to de-
rive the LNP cost per line per month excluding transport amount. The total cost
per month including transport is divided by the access lines to derive the LNP cost
per line per month including transport amount.

Has the FCC created a mechanism for carriers to recover carrier-specific
costs directly related to providing LNP from end-users?

Yes, it has.
Does this conclude your testimony?
No, it does not. I will also offer company-specific testimony for each of the

RLECs that will address issues specific to them.
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PAGE @83/84
Golden West GWVK Mergsd Exhibit 2
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs
With
Surcharges
LNP Non-recwiring Gosts & Taxes
Switch Upgrade Costs $ 145,757
Internal Business Procedure Changes $ 40,265
Intercarrier Testing $ 4,754
Other nternal Costs 5 25109
LNF Query set up 3 2,080
SOA Non-recurring set up charge ki) 1,000
Customer Notification Costs . $ 15,367
Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport $ 234,342
Non recurring transport chamges $ 23,809
Total Non-recurring Costs including transport 5 258,150
LNP Monthly Recurring Costs
SOA Monthly Charge $ 400
LNP Query Costs per month $ 1,650
Switch Maintenance Costs per month % 3,827
Other Monthly Costs 5 3,350
Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport 3 9,227
Transport $ 54,036
Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport 3 83,263
Monthly Cost Calculations per line
Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding fransport amortized over five years § 5,124
Total Nonrecurring cast per month including transport amortized over five years  § 5,845
Total cost per month excluding transport $ 14,352
Total cost per month including transport $ 68,808
Access Lines excluding Lifeline 34 566
LNP caost per line per month axcluding transport 5 04213 0.48
LNP cost per line per month including transport $ 199§ 229




Golden West ABU Merged Exhibit 2
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs

With
Surcharges
LNP Non-recurring Costs & Taxes
Switch Upgrade Costs 8§ 76,075
Internal Business Procedure Changes 3 6,675
Intercamier Testing 3 1,228
Other Intemal Costs $ 35182
LNP Query set up 3 950
SOA Non-recurring set up charge 3 -
Customer Notification Casts $ 1,196
Total Nen-recurring Costs axcluding transport s 121277
Non recurring transport charges § 18,207
Total Non-recurring Casts incfuding transport $ 138,483
LNP Maonthly Recurmring Costs
SOA Monthly Charge $ 228
.NP Query Costs per month 3 750
Switch Maintenance Costs per month § -
Other Monthly Costs 3 516
Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport 3 1,591
Transport 5 23,011
Total Recurring Monthly Costs inciuding Transport $ 24,803

Manthly Cost Calculations per line

Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amartized over five years § 2,852
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amontized over flve years  § 3,060

Total cast per month excluding transport 3 4,243
Total cost per month including transport § 27,853
Access Lines exciuding Lifeline 2,948
LNP cost per line per month excluding transpart 3 144 | § 1.68
LNP cost per line per month including transport 3 9.3813% 10.79
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Alliance Merged Exhibit 2
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs
With
Surcharges
LNP Non-recurring Costs & Taxes
Switch Upgrade Costs $ 122,848
Internal Business Procedurz Changes 5 21344
Intercarrler Testing 5 2,350
Other Interngl Costs $ 33,532
LNP Query set up 5 1,520
SOA Nan-recurring set up charge $ 1,000
Customer Notification Costs $ 430
Total Mon-recurring Costs excluding transport 5 185,885
Non recurring transport charges $ 11,788
Totai Non-recurring Costs including transport $ 198,684
LNP Monthly Recurring Gosts
SOA Monthly Charge $ 400
LNP Query Costs per month 3 1,200
Switch Maintenance Costs per month $ -
Cther Monthly Costs 3 2,068
Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport 3 3668
Transport $ 15,602
Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport $ 18170
Monthly Cost Calculations per line
Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years  $ 4,087
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years  § 4 345
Totai cost per month excluding transport $ 7,755
Total cost per month including transport 3 23515
Access Lines excluding Lifeline 9,820
L.NP cost per line per month excluding transport [ 0791 % 0.91
LNF cost per line per month Including fransport 3 2383 2.75




Tri County Telecom Inc. Exhibit 2
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs

With

Surcharges

LNP Non-recurring Costs & Taxes

Switch Upgrade Costs $ 10,640

Internal Business Procedure Changes $ 4,656

Intercarrier. Testing $ 3,170

Other Internal Costs $ 20,790

LNP Query set up $ 380

SOA Non-recurring set up charge $ -

Customer Notification Costs $ 718

Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport $ 40,354

Non recurring transport charges $ 1,903

Total Non-recurring Costs including transport $ 42257

LNP Monthly Recurring Costs

SOA Monthly Charge $ 45

LNP Query Costs per month $ 300

Switch Maintenance Costs per month $ -

Other Monthly Costs $ 422

Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport $ 767

Transport $ 2,526

Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport $ 3,293

Monthly Cost Calculations per line

Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years  $ 882

Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years ~ $ 924

Total cost per month excluding transport $ 1,649

Total cost per month including transport $ 4,217

Access Lines excluding Lifeline 433

LNP cost per line per month excluding transport $ 3811% 4.38

LNP cost per line per month including transport $ 974 1% 11.20




McCook Cooperative Telephone Company
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs

LNP Non-recurring Costs

Switch Upgrade Costs

internal Business Procedure Changes
Intercarrier Testing

Other Internal Costs

LNP Query set up

SOA Non-recurring set up charge

Customer Notification Costs

Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport

Non recurring transport charges

Total Non-recurring Costs including transport

LNP Monthly Recurring Costs

SOA Monthly Charge

LNP Query Costs per month

Switch Maintenance Costs per month

Other Monthly Costs

Total Recurring Manthly Costs excluding Transport

Transport

Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport

Monthily Cost Calculations per line

Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years

Total cost per month excluding transport
Total cost per month including transport

Access Lines excluding Lifeline

LNP cost per line per manth excluding transport
LNP cost per line per month including transport

Exhibit 2
With
Surcharges
& Taxes
$ 26,400
$ 15625
$ 2,212
$ 41,316
$ 1,140
$ -
3 1,410
$ 88,103
3 8,310
$ 96,413
$ 180
3 900
$ -
$ 422
3 1,502
$ 11405
$ 12,907
3 1,927
$ 2,108
$ 3,429
$ 15,016
2,061
$ 166 | 9% 1.91
3 72919 8.38




Sioux Valley Telephone Company
Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs

LNP Non-recurring Costs

Switch Upgrade Costs

internal Business Procedure Changes
Intercarrier Testing

Other Internal Costs

LNP Query set up _
SOA Non-recurring set up charge
Customer Notification Costs

Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport
Non recurring transport charges
Total Non-recurring Costs including transport

LNP Monthly Recurring Costs
SOA Monthly Charge

LLNP Query Costs per month

Switch Maintenance Costs per month
Other Monthly Costs

Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport
Transport

Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport

Monthly Cost Calculations per line
Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years

Total cost per month excluding transport
Total cost per month including transport

Access Lines excluding Lifeline

LNP cost per line per month excluding transport
LNP cost per line per month including transport

$ 63114
$ 17,815
3 3,939
$ 15,065
$ 380
3 1,000
$ 2,358
$

103,671

$ 8,403

$ 112,074

400
300

1,233
1,833

AN A B P

$ 12,704

3 14,637

$ 2,267
3 2,451

4,200
17,088

9 H

5,044

Exhibit 2

With
Surcharges
& Taxes

0.71
2.87

B

$ 0.81
$ 3.31




Valley Telecommunications Cooperative Association, Inc.

Total Estimated LNP Non-recurring and Recurring Costs

LNP Non-recurring Costs

Switch Upgrade Costs

Internal Business Procedure Changes
Intercarrier Testing

Other Internal Costs

LNP Query set up

SOA Non-recurring set up charge

Customer Notification Costs

Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport

Non recurring transport charges

Total Non-recurring Costs including transport

LNP Monthly Recurring Costs

SOA Monthly Charge

LNP Query Costs per month

Switch Maintenance Costs per month

Other Monthly Costs

Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport
Transport

Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport

Monthly Cost Calculations per line

Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years

Total cost per month excluding transport
Total cost per month including transport

Access Lines excluding Lifeline

LNP cost per line per month excluding transport
LNP cost per line per month including transport

Exhibit 2
With
Surcharges
& Taxes
$ 21218
$ 15455
$ 3,216
$ 22479
$ 190
$ -
$ 1,978
$ 64,535
$ 1,401
$ 65,935
3 225
$ 150
$ -
5 422
$ 797
3 6,425
3 7,222
3 1,411
3 1,442
$ 2,208
$ 8,664
3,461
$ 064 |9% 0.71
3 25019 2.80




Faith Municipal Telephone Company ' Exhibit 2

With
Surcharges
LNP Non-recurring Costs & Taxes
Switch Upgrade Costs $ 14668
Internal Business Procedure Changes $ 4324
Intercarrier Testing 3 2,760
Other Internal Costs $ 19,925
LNP Query set up $ 190
SOA Non-recurring set up charge $ -
Customer Notification Costs $ 698
Total Non-recurring Costs excluding transport $ 42564
Non recurring transport charges 5 1,401
Total Non-recurring Costs including transport $ 43,965
LLNP Monthly Recurring Costs
SOA Monthly Charge $ 45
LNP Query Costs per month $ 150
Switch Maintenance Costs per maonth $ -
Other Monthly Costs $ 90
Total Recurring Monthly Costs excluding Transport 3 285
Transport $ 4,052
Total Recurring Monthly Costs including Transport $ 4,337
Monthly Cost Calculations per line
Total Nonrecurring cost per month excluding transport amortized over five years  $ 931
Total Nonrecurring cost per month including transport amortized over five years  $ 961
Total cost per month excluding transport $ 1,216
Total cost per month including transport $ 5,299
Access Lines excluding Lifeline 3982
LNP cost per line per month excluding transport 3 31018 3.57
LNP cost per line per month including transport 3 13.52 |$ 1554
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Exhibit A

Rural Exchange Carriers included in testimony of Tom Bullock

PUC Docket Operating company

TC04-044  Sioux Valley Telephone Compahy

TC04-045 Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.
TCO04-045 Vivian Telephone Company

TC04-045 Kadoka Telephone Company

TC04-046 Union Telephone Company

TCO04-046 Armour Independent Telephone Company

TC04-046 Bridgewater Canistota Telephone Company

TC04-049 McCoock Cooperative Telephone Company

TC04-050 Valley Telecommunications Cooperative Association, Inc.

TC04-051 Faith Municipal Telephone Company

TCO04-055 Alliance Communications Coop., Inc.
TC04-055 Splitrock Properties, Inc.

TC04-084 Tri County Telecom Inc.
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EXNIDIT 5

Overview of LNP Network Architecture & Processes
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LNPCostData Request.xls

Company Information & General LNP Cost Information

Exhibit C1 - page 1

Please see the "Instructions for LNP Cost Data Request” document
accompanying this workbook.

Company, if you have more than one.

Please use a separate copy of this workbook file for each individual Operating

Primary Data

General Company Information

1
2

3

4
5

8

9

Supplemental Data

Company name:

Company OCN:

Contact name:

Contact email address:

Contact telephone number:

Number of Access Lines: |

(Dec. 31, 2003)

Number of LifeLine Access Lines: |

(Dec. 31, 2003) v
Number of Lines charged for LNP
(Lifeline customers are not charged for LNP.)

Number of Employees I

Wireless Carriers

10 Wireless carriers requesting LNP :

Other wireless carriers operating in
your area

Wireless carriers with direct trunking
into your network

Customer Notification

13 We estimate your cost to be:

Is the amount shown a reasonable
cost estimate? (YES or NO)




LNPCostDataRequest.xls Exhibit C1 - page 2

Staff Information

Enter job titles, quantities and loaded hourly wage rates for key
LLNP-related positions in your company.

Loaded
Job Title Hourly Quantity

Wage Rate

Management & Supervisory
General Manager
Customer Service Supervisor
Engineering Supervisor
Operations Supervisor
Office Manager

Technical
Switch Engineer
Switch Technician
Computer Programmer

Clerical
Customer Service Rep.
Office Assistant




LNPCostDataRequest.xis

Switch and Transport Information

Exhibit C1 - page 3

List each swilch providing local exchange service. For each switch, enter vendor-supplied price quote for upgrading to LNP capability, LNP
Installation costs, additional ANNUAL switch maintenacne costs and the normal V&H airline mileage to the nearest LATA tandem.

For Host-Remote complexes, list the Host switch first, and list all its Remotes immediately below the Host.
There is no need to show the mileage for a Remote.

Switch Switch Type Additional Airline mileage
(Host, Switch Make Vendor upgrade LNP [nstallation ANNUAL Switch (V&H) from
Remote or and Model price for Costs (Internal Maintenance Switch to nearest
Location {town name) CLLi code Stand-Alone) (e.g. Nortel DMS-10) LNP capability and/or External) Cost LATA tandem (not
due to LNP needed for Remotes)

(Please add more lines if needed to show all your switches.)
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Exhibit C2
Instructions for LNP Cost Data Request

TELEC Consulting Resources, Inc.
February 10, 2004

This document accompanies an Excel workbook named LNPCostDataRequest.xIs.
Please rely on these instructions as you fill in the blanks in the Excel workbook We will
schedule a conference call in the near future to discuss any questions or concerns you
may have about the workbook. If you have questions following the conference call, pyou

may contact Tom Bullock (tbullock@tele-consulting.com) or Dan Davis (ddavis@telec-
consulting.com).

We will use the data you provide, together with some assumptions of our own, to
estimate your total cost for implementation of LNP capability and your total ongoing cost
of providing LNP. We will also estimate the monthly LNP End User Charge each of
your customers (excluding LifeLine customers) would pay over a five-year period, and
the additional LNP-related costs - beyond those recoverable through the LNP End User
Charge - that you would incur. If you decide to have TELEC proceed with a Petition
to your state commission for relief from LNP requirements, a summary of this cost
information will be filed as an Exhibit accompanying the Petition we will prepare on
your behalf for filing with the state commission for suspension of your requirement
to provide LNP, pursuant to Section 251(f)(2) of the Telecommunications Act.

We tentatively plan to file these Petitions with your state commission by Friday,
February 27,2004. Please provide us with your cost data as early as you possibly
can , but no later than Friday, February 20. Fill in the LNPCostDataRequest.xls
workbook, according the instructions on the following pages, and send it as an email
attachment to Charley Ogden (cogden@telec-consulting.com).

Costs of implementing Local Number Portability (LNP) are of several different kinds.
For example, your switches must be upgraded with LNP capability; you must develop
procedures to handle a variety of new order forms and train staff on LNP processes; you
must subscribe to the services of a certified LNP Service Order Administrator (SOA) and
an LNP Query Service vendor; you must provide information to, and enter into
agreements with, the carriers that request number porting from you; you must test the
entire number porting process; you will most likely want to file an FCC tariff, either
directly or through NECA, for an LNP End User Charge to recover eligible costs from
your end user customers (collectable over a five-year period); you may be required to
notify customers of LNP availability and of the End User Charge; and you may need to

establish trunking between your switches and the other carriers' switches to handle local
calls to ported numbers.



LNP implementation costs in a few of these categories can be estimated with no input
from you. Others require basic information such as line counts, or the quantities of your
Host, Remote and Stand-Alone switches and mileages from each to the nearest LATA
tandem. Some will require that you consult with your engineers to determine switch

upgrade costs. And some we will estimate, based on data from you concerning staff size
and wage rates.

We emphasize that the cost information that will be filed as an Exhibit with the Petition
for suspension forms much of the basis for your case before your state commission. Cost
estimates should be neither minimized nor exaggerated, but should be reasonable and
able to withstand critical scrutiny in a legal proceeding.

LNPCostDataRequest.xls workbook

If you are providing data for more than one Operating Company, please make a
separate copy of the workbook for each Company.

‘When you have completed your workbook(s), send it (or them) as an email attachment
(or attachments) to Charley Ogden (cogden@telec-consulting.com).

The LNPCostDataRequest workbook contains three sheets, named General, Staffinfo and
Switch& Transport.

General sheet - General Company Information

The General sheet asks for general company information and for other information that
will allow us to estimate certain LNP implemention costs.

Enter your information in the column labeled "Primary Data." For some items, you may
want or need to also enter information in the "Supplemental Data" column.



General Company Information

1

2

w

Company name

Company OCN

Contact name
Contact email address
Contact telephone
number

Total Number of
Access Lines (Dec. 31,
2003)

Number of Lifeline
Access Lines (Dec. 31,
2003)

Number of Lines
charged for LNP

Number of Employees

Wireless Carriers

10

11

Wireless carriers
requesting LNP

Other wireless carriers
operating in your area

Enter the name of your Operating Company.

Enter your company's Operating Company
Number.

Enter the name, email address and telephone
number of the individnal we should contact if
we have questions about your company's LNP
cost information. You may enter data for a

second contact person under Supplemental
Data.

Enter the number of your company's total
access lines in service as of Dec. 31, 2003, if
that number is available. If that number is not
available, enter the number of access lines for
a different date, and show that date in the
Supplemental Data column.

Number of Lifeline customers as of Dec. 31,
2003. Enter date information as in line 6.

Do not enter a number here. This is the
number of access lines that will be assessed
the monthly LNP End User Charge. (Lifeline
customers are not charged for LNP.)

Total number of people employed by your
company today. An approximation within
10% is fine.

i

Enter, under Primary Data, the number of
wireless carriers from whom you have
received requests for LNP. Please name these
carriers in the Supplemental Data column.

Enter, under Primary Data, the quantity of
other wireless carriers (those not included in
line 10) providing service in the area served
by your company. Please name them in the
Supplemental Data column.



12 Wireless carriers with Enter, under Primary Data, the number of

direct trunking into wireless carriers that have established direct
your network trunking into at least one of your switches.
' Please name them in the Supplemental Data
column.

Customer Notification

13 We estimate your cost This is our estimate of your cost to notify
to be: customers about LNP, based on your line
counts. (See line 14.)

14 Is the amount shown a If the amount shown in line 13 is a reasonable
reasonable cost estimate of your costs to notify customers
estimate? (YES or about LNP, enter "YES." Otherwise, enter
NO) "NO" and we will contact you to discuss this

item in more detail. You may add comments
under Supplemental Data.

StaffInfo sheet - Company Staff Information

The StaffInfo sheet asks for information about your management,
supervisory, technical and clerical staff. We will use this information to
estimate costs of various activities your company will need to undertake to
implement LNP capability.

These activities include:

o Order Processing - which includes:

o receipt of Local Service Requests and generation of Firm
Order Confirmations, to port individual telephone numbers;

o submitting database updates to your Service Order
Administrator (SOA);

o switch updates to invoke a temporary "unconditional 10-
digit trigger" for a ported number;

o management of a database of numbers that have been
ported out of your switches;

o resolution of Order conflicts; .

o Testing of all LNP processes, including Order Processing, call
routing to a ported number, and rating of calls to and from a ported
number; : '

» Investigation and resolution of network routing and rating
problems;

» Adding the flat monthly LNP End User Charge to your customers'
bills.



We ask you to 1dentify the job classifications (and their fully loaded hourly
wage rates) that are involved with planning for as well as performing these
activites. Based on the number of your employees and the staff sizes
mvolved with LNP-related activity, we will calculate estimates of your
costs of undertaking these activities.

We have grouped the job titles into three groups - (1) Management &
Supervisory, (2) Technical and (3) Clerical.

Although the job titles shown may not match your company's job titles,
please do your best to map your job titles into those shown on this sheet.
For example, if you have a single individual acting as an "Engineering and
Operations Supervisor," enter data for either "Engineering Supervisor" or
for "Operations Supervisor" and leave the other blank. If our list of job
titles is really not adequate for your company, extra lines are available for
you to add more job titles if necessary.

For each job title and wage rate, show the number of employees who have
that title and rate.

Switch& Tranport sheet - Switch and Transport Information

The Switch&Transport sheet asks for information about your switching network and for
V&H airline mileages from your Host and Stand-Alone switches to the nearest LATA
tandem. These mileages will allow us to determine the cost of trunks you may need to
install to handle local calls to numbers that have been ported to wireless carriers. (We are

assuming that wireless carriers' Points of Interconnection are at the nearest LATA
tandem.)

If you have Host-Remote complexes, for each complex list the Host switch first, then list
all its Remotes on the lines immediately below the Host. Since Remote switches do not
have trunks, there is no need for you to show mileages for your Remotes. But it is
important for us to know how many Remotes "belong to" each Host. -

Obtain from your switch vendor a price quote for upgrading each switch for LNP
capability and for any installation fees your switch vendor charges for the upgrade. We
will estimate additional internal costs, such as engineer and technician wages, associated
with these upgrades. Also show the increase in annual switch maintenance expense you
will incur as a result of the LNP feature in each switch.
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Exhibit D
Company Size Coefficients and Estimated Minimum Hours Spent on LNP Procedure Activities

Company —— Estimated Minimum Hours Per Person in Job Title for Each Activity
Size~ General Service Enginegring Operatipns Office Sw_itch Switgh Computer Cu§tomer Ofﬁce
Coefficient Manager Supervisor Supervisor | Supervisor | Manager Engineer | Technician | Programmer [Service Rep.| Assistant
Activity
Set up LSR/FOC Processes - 05 12 12 4
Set up SOA Processes 0.25 8 4 2
Set up Switch Trigger Procedures 0.1 2 2 2 2 2 1
Set up database of ported TNs 0.1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
Initial Planning 0.3 32 8 8 8 8
Train Technicians 0.3 2 4 4 4 2
Train CSRs 03 4 8 8 4 2
Add EU Charge to Billing System 0.4 4 2 2
Computer Programming 0.8 30

Set up Troubleshooting Procedures 0.5 6 4 4 4 3 2 2 1 1
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Exhibit E

Estimated Hours Spent on Other Internal LNP Activities

. General Engineer/
Manager | Consultant Attorney
Activity

Establish agrreement with SOA 2 10

Prepare & file FCC Tariff for End User charge 2 20
Research technical & operational

requirements of LNP 115 20 8

For each carrier requesting LNP:

Negotiate Service Level Agreement 2 25 10
Complete intercarrier porting form(s) 5 5 0
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Exhibit F

LNP SOA Costs

Ports per Porting
Access Lines SOA Type Transactions
month
per month
0 to 1 Option A 3
501 to 2 Option A 6
1001 to 3 Option A 9
2001 to 4 Option A 12
3001 to 5 Option A 15
4001 to 6 Option A 18
5001 to 10 Option B n/a
10001 to 15 Option B n/a
20001 to 20 Option B n/a

SOA Cost

per Month

$45
$90
$135
$180
$225
$270
$400
$400
$400

SOA Non-
recurring
Cost

$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$0
$1,000
$1,000
$1,000
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OF THE STATE OF SOUTH DAKOTA

Docket Number TC04-055
Docket Number TC04-046

IN THE MATTER OF THE PETITIONS Docket Number TC04-051
FOR SUSPENSION OR MODIFICATION Docket Number TC04-045
OF § 251(b)(2) OF THE COMMUNICA- Docket Number TC04-049
TIONS ACT OF 1934 AS AMENDED Docket Number TC04-044

Docket Number TC04-084
Docket Number TC04-050

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

The undersigned hereby certifies that she served a copy of the EXHIBITS to
be attached to the DIRECT PRE-FILED TESTIMONY OF Tom Bullock in the above-

named dockets, upon the persons herein next designated, on the date below shown, by de-

positing a copy thereof in the United States mail at Pierre, South Dakota, postage prepaid, in
an envelope addressed to each said addressee, to-wit:

Richard D. Coit
Director of Industry Affairs

South Dakota Telecommunications Association
‘P. O. Box 57
Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Talbot J. Wieczorek

Gunderson, Palmer, Goodsell & Nelson, LLP
P. O. Box 8045
Rapid City, South Dakota 57709-8045

David A. Gerdes

MAY, ADAM, GERDES & THOMPSON
P. O. Box 160

Pierre, South Dakota 57501

Dated this seventeenth day of May, 2004.

J@W é;&w /(44’15/‘//

Darla Pollman Rogers

Riter, Rogers, Wattier & Brown
P. 0. Box 280
Pierre, South Dakota 57501
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RITER, ROGERS, WATTIER & BROWN, LLP
Professional & Executive Building
319 South Coteau Street
P.O. Box 280

Pierre, South Dakota 57501-0280

www.riterlaw.com

ROBERT C. RITER, Jr.
DARLA POLLMAN ROGERS
JERRY L. WATTIER

" Robert D. Hofer
E. D. Mayer

JOHN L. BROWN TELEPHONE
605-224-5825
May 20, 2004 | FAX
605-224-7102
Ron Williams Via US Mail and Fax Number 425-586-8666

Western Wireless Corporation
3650 131% Ave. SE, Suite 400
Bellevue, Washington 98006

Re: Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone Com-
pany, and Kadoka Telephone

Dear Mr. Williams;

Please be advised that I represent Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.,
Vivian Telephone Company, and Kadoka Telephone (collectively Golden West). By Order
dated April 19, 2004, the Public Utilities Commission of the State of South Dakota granted an
interim suspension to Golden West of its obligation to implement local number portability (LNP)
pursuant to Section 251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. Accordingly,
Golden West will not be LNP capable on May 24, 2004, nor will it have the capability to per-
form an LNP database query.

In light of the above, Golden West will continue to route calls to your NPA NXXs in our
common rate center(s) via our direct connection(s), even if the number has been ported from you
to a different carrier. It has come to our attention that some wireless carriers do not perform an
LNP query in such circumstances and, instead, provide a recording to the caller that the number
is not in working order, which would result in a “dropped” call.

In order to ensure that such calls are not dropped and that the consumer’s call can be
completed, Golden West asks you to indicate whether you intend to perform the LNP query on
calls to a ported number that are transmitted to you by Golden West and which have not been
queried. If you do not intend to perform LNP queries in these cases, Golden West requests that
you provide the LNP query. We note that the Federal Communications Commission has stated
that carriers that are not LNP-capable are “permitted to arrange for the default wireless carrier
that originally serviced the ported telephone number to perform the query.” In the Matter of B
CenturyTel, Inc. et al., Notice of Apparent Liability for Forfeiture, File No. EB-04-IH-0012, DA
04-1304. Golden West believes that the FCC’s LNP rules do not apply to us in light of the sus-
pension granted by the South Dakota Commission. In the interest of ensuring reliable communi-
cations service to the citizens of South Dakota, we are willing to work with you to ensure that the

query has been performed, until such time as the legal and practical implementation issues can be
resolved.



In light of the impending May 24, 2004, wireless LNP implementation date, please indi-

cate by May 21, 2004, your agreement to perform LNP queries in the circumstances described
herein.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Dot i o

arla Pollman Rogers
Attorney at Law

DPR/ph

cc: Chairman Robert K. Sahr
Commissioner Gary Hanson
Commissioner James A. Burg
John Smith
Rolayne Wiest
George Strandell, Golden West
Dennis Law
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_RITER, ROGERS, WATTIER & BROWN, LLP ’Y: O (

Professional & Executive Building
319 South Coteau Street
P.O. Box 280
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-0280:
www.riterlaw.com

ROBERT C. RITER, Jr. OF COUNSEL:
DARLA POLLMAN ROGERS <14 § Robert D. Hofer
JERRY L. WATTIER %@ﬂ, e E. D. Mayer
JOHN L. BROWN ‘ Qjﬁjﬁ' Wt TELEPHONE
May 20, 2004 e
605-224-7102
Ms. Linda Godfrey Via US Mail and Fax Number 925-279-6621
VERIZON WIRELESS
2785 Mitchell Drive

Building 7-1, 7111G
Walnut Creek, California 94598

Re: Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc., Vivian Telephone Com-
pany, and Kadoka Telephone

Dear Ms Godfrey:

Please be advised that I represent Golden West Telecommunications Cooperative, Inc.,
Vivian Telephone Company, and Kadoka Telephone (collectively Golden West). By Order
dated April 19, 2004, the Public Utilities Commission of the State of South Dakota granted an
interim suspension to Golden West of its obligation to implement local number portability (LNP)
pursuant to Section 251(b)(2) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended. Accordingly,
Golden West will not be LNP capable on May 24, 2004, nor will it have the capability to per-
form an LNP database query.

In light of the above, Golden West will continue to route calls to your NPA NXXs in our
common rate center(s) via our direct connection(s), even if the number has been ported from you
to a different carrier. It has come to our attention that some wireless carriers do not perform an
LNP query in such circumstances and, instead, provide a recording to the caller that the number
is not in working order, which would result in a “dropped” call.

In order to ensure that such calls are not dropped and that the consumer’s call can be
completed, Golden West asks you to indicate whether you intend to perform the LNP query on
calls to a ported number that are transmitted to you by Golden West and which have not been
queried. If you do not intend to perform LNP queries in these cases, Golden West requests that
you provide the LNP query. We note that the Federal Communications Commission has stated
that carriers that are not LNP-capable are “permitted to arrange for the default wireless carrier -
that originally serviced the ported telephone number to perform the query.” In the Matter of
CenturyTel, Inc. et al., Notice of Apparent Liability for Forfeiture, File No. EB-04-TH-0012, DA
04-1304. Golden West believes that the FCC’s LNP rules do not apply to us in light of the sus-
pension granted by the South Dakota Commission. In the interest of ensuring reliable communi-
cations service to the citizens of South Dakota, we are willing to work with you to ensure that the



query has been performed, until such time as the legal and practical implementation issues can be
resolved.

In light of the impending May 24, 2004, wireless LNP implementation date, please indi-

cate by May 21, 2004, your agreement to perform LNP queries in the circumstances described
herein.

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter.

Sincerely yours,

Dot S

arla Pollman Rogers
Attorney at Law

DPR/ph

cc: Chairman Robert K. Sahr
Commissioner Gary Hanson
Commissioner James A. Burg
John Smith
Rolayne Wiest
George Strandell, Golden West
Dennis Law
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MARK.J. CONNOT www.gundersonpalmer.com

ATTORNEYS LICENSED TO PRACTICE IN
SOUTH DAKOTS, NORTH DAKOTA, NEBRASKA
COLORADQ, MONTANA, WYOMING & MINNESOTA
ik !
RECEIY
May 28, 2004 1

NEXT DAY DELIVERY ) ‘
CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION SOUTH DAKOTA PUBLIL
ENCLOSED UTILITIES COMMISSION
Pamela Bonrud

Executive Director

SD Public Utilities Commission
500 E Capitol Avenue

Pierre SD 57501

RE: Inthe Matter of Local Number Portability Obligations Docket No. TC 04-025;
TC04-038; TC04-044 through TC04-056; TC04-060 through TC04-062;
TC04-077; TC04-084 and TC04-085

Dear Ms. Bonrud:

Enclosed for filing please find the original and ten copies of Direct Testimony of Ron
Williams with exhibits. Please note that Williams’ Direct — Exhibit 5, both pages A and B, is
marked “confidential” and has been placed in a sealed envelope marked “Confidential.” Exhibit
5 contains confidential information provided by the Petitioners during discovery and should be
treated as confidential information pursuant to ARSD 20:10:01:41.

If you have any questions, please call me.

Sincerely,

\
Talbot J. Wieczorel
TIW:klw

Enclosures
c: Western Wireless, Inc.
Richard Coit
Darla Pollman Rogers
Jeff Larson
David Gerdes
Richard Helsper
Ben Dickens
James Cremer
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DOCKET TC04-025 et al

TESTIMONY OF RON WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS

I. QUALIFICATIONS AND PURPOSE OF TESTIMONY

PLEASE STATE YOUR NAME AND BUSINESS ADDRESS.
My name is Ron Williams. My business address is 3650 131st Avenue South East,

Bellevue, Washington 98006.

BY WHOM ARE YOU EMPLOYED AND IN WHAT CAPACITY?

1 am employed as Director — InterCarrier Relations by Western Wireless Corporation.
My duties and responsibilities include developing effective and economic
interéonnection and operational relationships with other telecommunicatioﬁs carriers,
including the establishment of local number portability (“LNP”) arrangements and
interconnection agreements. I work with other departments within Western Wireless
to assess company interconnection and LNP needs and igterface with carriers to
ensure arrangements are in place to meet the operational objectives of the company.
PLEASE DESCRIBE YOUR EDUCATIONAL BACKGROUND.

I have a BA in Accounting and a BA in Economics from University of Washington. 1

also have a MBA from Seattle University.

FOR WHOM ARE YOU TESTIFYING IN THIS PROCEEDING?

1 am testifying on behalf of WWC License L.L.C. ("Western Wireless"), which
provides commercial mobile radio services ("CMRS") in the state of South Dakota.

WHAT IS YOUR PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE IN THE FIELD OF
TELECOMMUNICATIONS?

I have ten years experience working for GTE (now Verizon), including six years in
telephone operations and business development, and four years in cellular operations.
I also have two years experience in start-up CLEC operations with FairPoint

Communications. Since August 1999, I have worked for Western Wireless, first as
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DOCKET TC04-025 et al

TESTIMONY OF RON WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS
the Director of CLEC operations and, more recently, in my current position in
Industry Relations and as a project lead for implementation of LNP and
interconnection with other carriers.
HAVE YOU TESTIFIED BEFORE ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS?
Yes, 1 have testified as the Company's witness in interconnection arbitration
proceedings in Oklahoma and Utah. I have prefiled testimony in a‘South Dakota
arbitration that was settled prior to hearings. And, recently, I have testified in LNP
suspension matters in New Mexico and Missouri.
WHAT IS THE PURPOSE OF YOUR TESTIMONY?
The purpose of my testimony is to challenge the Petitioners’ request for suspension or
modification of federally mdndated number portability obligations. My testimony

will address the following issues:

What are the obligations of Petitioners’ to implement LNP and what are
the standards for granting relief?

Are there any real operational or technical roadblocks to Petitioners’
implementation of number portability as required by FCC rules?

Is there any evidence of undue economic burden associated with
Petitioners’ implementation of local number portability?

What is the economic impact of delaying Petitioners’ implementation of
number portability?

* Do Petitioners’ make a valid claim that LINP in their service area is not in
the public interest?

My tesﬁmony addresses the standards that should apply in resolving these Petitions
and presents the positions of Western Wireless on the issues identified above. For

each of the issues, I will identify the applicable standard, establish the facts relevant



10
11
12

13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20

21

DOCKET TC04-025 et al

TESTIMONY OF RON WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS
to a determination, and recommend to the South Dakota Public Utilities Commission

"Commission") an appropriate resolution.
PProp

Q. DO YOU HAVE ANY BACKGROUND OR FAMILIARITY WITH WESTERN WIRELESS’

SYSTEM IN SOUTH DAKOTA AND ANY FAMILIARITY WITH THE PETITIONERS”
SYSTEMS IN THE STATE?

A. Yes. Ihave been actively involved in negotiation of interconnection agreements with

most, if not all, of the Petitioners in this case on behalf of Western Wireless.

Q. IS THERE A JURISDICTION ISSUE REGARDING WAIVERS TO LNP
IMPLEMENTATION?
A. 1 cannot give a legal opinion, but 1 do believe there is an issue as to whether

jurisdiction for LNP implementation waivers is in the FCC or state commissions. It is
my understanding that the FCC’s intermodal porting order requires rural ILECs to file
any requests for waiver or extension Wiﬂl the FCC, not individual state commissions.
The FCC asserted jurisdiction over all issues related to CMRS number portability by
.citing its authority under Sections 1, 2, 4(i) and 332 of the Communications Act.! 1
know that many rural ILECs applied to the FCC for a waiver, and the waiver was
granted in January this year. I am attaching the FCC order on rural intermodal LNP
implementation as Exhibit Williams’ Direct -1. The instant case before the South
Dakota Commission raises the same issues that have been addressed by the FCC

under its jurisdiction.

Q. HAS THE FCC RECENTLY DECIDED ANY OTHER RURAL LNP IMPLEMENTATION
WAIVER OR SUSPENSION REQUESTS?

' First Report and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 11 FCC Red 8352, 155
(1996); see also Mem. Op. and Order and Further Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, § 8, CC Docket
No. 95-116, FCC 03-284 (rel. Nov. 10, 2003) (“Intermodal Porting Order’™)
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TESTIMONY OF RON WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS

A. Yes. Within the last couple of weeks the FCC issued two orders denying LNP

implementation suspensions for rural wireless and rural wireline carriers. In an order
released May 10, 2004 the FCC denied waiver and extension requests for three rural
wireless carriers who had claimed they did not receive sufficient notice to implement
and their rural status constituted special circumstances.” Similarly, on May 13, 2004
the FCC denied a ‘waiver petition for temporary suspension made by North-Eastern
Pennsylvania Telephone Company (NEP); a rural LEC with eight exchanges.” NEP
is planning to implement LNP in conjunction with a switch replacement and argued
that “it did not anticipate that intermodal porting would be an “imminent”
requirement until the Commission’s lntermodai LNP Order released in November
2003.” NEP also stafed that service feature issues arose during implémentation
planning that would mean that NEP would not meet the May 24, 2004 deadline for
LNP implementation. In denying NEP request, the FCC responded:
“We are not persuaded by NEP’s claims that special circumstances exist
warranting a waiver of the May 24, 2004 porting deadline in order to
accommodate NEP’s switch delivery and deployment schedule, and
provide additional time to resolve any service feature issues. We find

that NEP has not presented “extraordinary circumstances beyond its
conftrol in order to obtain an extension of time.” NEP has not shown that

2 Tn the Matter of Numbering Resource Optimization and Telephone Number Portability, Petitions of
Advantage Cellular Systems, Inc., Corr Wireless Communications, L1.C, and Plateau
Telecommunications, Inc. for anted Waiver and Extension of Porting and Pooling Obhgatmns cC
Daocket No. 99-200, 95-116, FCC 04-1291 (released May 10, 2004).

3 Exhibit Williams’ Direct -2: In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Petitions of The

North-Eastern Pennsylvania Telephone Company for Temporary Waiver of its Porting Obligations,
CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 04-1312 (released May 13, 2004).



W N =

S\OOO\IO\UI-P-

—
—

ot
N

13
14
15
16

17
18

19
20

21
22
23

24

DOCKET TC04-025 et al

TESTIMONY OF RON WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS

challenges it may face are different from those faced by similarly
sitnated carriers who are able to comply. Generalized references to
limited resources and implementation problems do not constitute
substantial, credible evidence justifying an exemption from the porting’
requirements. NEP has known since 1996 that it would need to support
LNP within six months of a request from a competing carrier. Although
wireless LNP was delayed, all carriers have been on notice since July
2002 that wireless and intermodal LNP would become available
beginning in November 2003. Thus, NEP has had sufficient time to
follow through with these mandates and prepare for LNP.”*

In this situation, which is very similar to the instant petitions, the FCC decision
delivered a clear and consistent message: The standards are very high for obtaining a
waiver of LNP obligations, the onus is on individual carriers to do all in their power
to meet the obligations, and difficulties which are similar to those faced by other
carriers do not constitute special circumstances worthy of any sﬁspension. LNP is an
FCC mandate and it is clear the FCC expects enforcement of its implerﬁentation.

II. WHAT IS THE OBLIGATION OF PETITIONERS TO IMPLEMENT LNP
AND WHAT ARE THE STANDARDS FOR GRANTING RELIEF?

Q. . ARE PETITIONERS UNDER AN AFFIRMATIVE OBLIGATION TO

IMPLEMENT LNP?

A. Yes. All LECs have known since 1996 that they would be required to provide LNP.

Section 251(b)(3) of the Communications Act of 1934, as amended (“Act”), requires
all LECs to provide LNP.> In its rules implementing the LNP requirements of the

Act, the FCC recognized that the public interest would be served by requiring carriers

* See supra §10

5 47U.8.C. § 251(0)(3).
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TESTIMONY OF RON WILLIAMS ON BEHALF OF WESTERN WIRELESS
to implement LNP in all areas, but conditioned the requirement to implement LNP in
rural areas on a carrier receiving a bona fide request (“BFR”) from another carrier.®

DID WESTERN WIRELESS SEND A BFR TO ANY OF THE PETITIONERS REQUESTING
THE IMPLEMENTATION OF LNP?

Yes. In November 2003 Western Wireless sent all but three of the Petitioners,
Western, Splitrock Properties and Tri-County, a BFR to implement LNP.” Western
Wireless’ lawful request to implement LNP provided these carriers with more than 6
months notice to deploy Local Number Portability. These telcos waited 4 months to

seek a suspension of their LNP obligations, hopeful that this tactic would result in

delay of their legal obligations.

WHAT IS THE STANDARD FOR GRANTING THE PETITIONERS’ REQUEST FOR A
SUSPENSION OF THEIR LNP OBLIGATIONS? -

Congress established a very high standard to be met for a LEC to obtain a suspension

of its LNP obligations. Section 251(f)(2) of the Act permits state commissions to

suspend a carrier’s LNP obligations only:

to the extent that, and for such duration as, the State commission
determines that such suspension or modification —

(A) 1s necessary: (i) to avoid significant adverse impact on users of
telecommunications services generally; (i1) to avoid imposing a
requirement that is unduly economically burdensome; or (iii) to
avoid imposing a requirement that is technically infeasible; and

(B) is conmsistent with the public interest, convenience, and
nece’ssi‘cy.8 :

547CFR.§52.26.
7 Exhibit Williams’ Direct -3

847U.8.C. § 251(D(2).
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“Congress intended exemption, suspension, or modification of the section 251
requirements to be the exception rather than the rule.... We believe that Congress did

not intend to insulate smaller or rural LECs from competition.””

Q. IF CONGRESS DID NOT INTEND TO INSULATE RURAL TELEPHONE COMPANIES
FROM COMPETITION, THEN HOW SHOULD THIS COMMISSION DETERMINE
WHETHER OR NOT TO SUSPEND THE PETITIONERS’ LNP OBLIGATIONS?

Each Petitioner bears the burden of demonstrating that it meets the statutory standard
for a suspension of its LNP obligations. Although Section 251(f) of the Act provides
that rural carriers may obtain a suspension of their LNP obligations, the FCC has

concluded that a suspension is only appropriate under unique and compelling

circumstances:

Thus, we believe that, in order to justify continued exemption once a
bona fide request has been made, or to justify suspension or
modification of the Commission’s section 251 requirements, a LEC
must offer evidence that application of those requirements would be
likely to cause undue economic burdens beyond the economic burdens
typically associated with efficient competitive entry. State

commissions will need to decide on a case-by-case basis whether such
. 0
a showing has been made.!

Q. IN THE ABSENCE OF THE IMPLEMENTATION DELAY ALREADY GRANTED TO
RURAL LECs BY THE FCC, WHAT ARE THE PREVAILING GUIDELINES FOR

IMPLEMENTATION OF LNP AND HOW DO THEY RELATE TO THE PETITIONERS’
SITUATION?

From the exhibits provided with the Petitions, it is apparent that most ILEC networks
require only switch software upgrades and table translations to make them LNP

capéble. The FCC produced guidelines that suggest this type of upgrade can be

? Implementation of the Local Competition Provisions in the Telecommunications Act of 1996, First
Report & Order, 11 F.C.CR. 15499, 16118 (1996) (“LNP First Report and Order”).

' LNP First Report and Order at 16118.
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completed within 60 days. Local Number Portability requirements were established
for all LECs in Section 251(b)(3) of the Telecom Act in 1996 Specific to the
Petitioners in this case, the FCC conditioned the requirement to implement LNP in
rural areas on a carrier recgiving a BFR from another carrier.'” While a rural carrier

has six months from receipt of a BFR to implement LNP, the FCC guidelines for

switch preparation indicate a much shorter time may be necessary:**

After the deadline for deployment of number portability in an MSA in
the 100 largest MSAs, according to the deployment schedule set forth
in the appendix to this part, a LEC must deploy number portability in

- that MSA in additional switches upon request within the following
time frames:

(A) For remote switches supported by a host switch equipped for
portability (“Equipped Remote Switches”), within 30 days;

(B) For switches that require software but not hardware changes to-
provide portability (“Hardware Capable Switches™), within 60
days;

(C) For switches that require hardware changes to provide

portability (“Capable Switches Requiring Hardware™), within
180 days;

(D) For switches not capable of portability that must be replaced
(“Non Capable Switches), within 180 days.
The language in the Act is clear: While LNP proceeded by decree for the majority of
telephone subscribers, number portability would be triggered by a Bona Fide Request

process in the rest of the country. Further, the BFR process established an

implementation interval (maximum) of 180 days. |

1 47U.S.C. § 251(b)(3).
247 CFR.§52.23(c).

347 CFR. § 52.23(0)(2)(iv).
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The FCC reiterated this rule with respect to intermodal LNP on November 10, 2003

(Attached as Exhibit Williams’ Direct -4):

“Therefore for wireline carriers operating in areas outside of the 100
largest MSAs, we hereby waive, until May 24, 2004, the requirement
that these carriers port numbers to wireless carriers that do not have a
point of interconnection or numbering resources in the rate center
where the customer’s wireline number is provisioned.”*

Then, again, on Januvary 16, 2004 the FCC spelled out the date that the

implementation of LNP should occur for the Petitioner in this docket:

“Accordingly, IT IS ORDERED that, pursuant to authority contained
in sections 1, 4(1), 251, and 332 of the Communications Act of 1934,
as amended, 47 U.S.C. §§-151, 154(1), 251, 332, we GRANT a limited
waiver of the wireline-to-wireless porting requirement, until May 24,
- 2004, for local exchange carriers with fewer than two percent of the
nation’s subscriber lines in the aggregate nationwide that operate in the
top 100 Metropolitan Statistical Areas and have not received a request
for local number porting from either a wireline carrier prior to May 24,
2003 or a wireless carrier that has a point of interconnection or

numbering resources in the rate center where the customer’s wireline
number is provisioned.”?

There is nothing vague or indefinite about the LNP obligations imposed on the
Petitioners. This eventuality has been foreseeable for the eight years since the
Telecom Act was passed in February 1996. The specific expectations of Western

Wireless’ pdrting interest have been known for more than 6 months since eighteen of

" In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, CTIA Petitions for Declaratory Ruling on
Wireline-Wireless Porting Issues, CC Docket No. 95-116, FCC 03-284 at 29 (rel. November 10,
2003). (“Intermodal Porting Order”)

' In the Matter of Telephone Number Portability, Small LEC Petitions for relief of the intermodal
porting deadline of November 24, 2004, CC Docket No. 95-116,, FCC 04-12 at 12 (rel. January 16,
2004) (See Exhibit Williams’ Direct -1)
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them received BFRs from Western Wireless. The FCC released its Intermodal
Porting Order more than 6 months ago. With all this advance public notice it is
inconceivable that the Petitioners would not be prepared to implement LNP. Clearly,

the time that has already been provided to these Petitioners should have been

sufficient time to meet their obligations.

Q. SHOULD THE FACT THAT MANY SIMILARLY SITUATED LECS ARE NOT SEEKING A

DELAY OR SUSPENSION OF LNP IMPLEMENTATION MERIT CONSIDERATION IN
THIS PROCEEDING?

A. Yes. The decision by many other independent telcos to prepare for implementation

rather than seek a delay or suspension is clear evidence that the implementation of
number portability by the May 24, 2004 deadliné was achievable. Similarly situated
rural LECs with similar switch equipment are implementing LNP. My staff and 1
have been in contact with many LECs in our serving area to work through questions

or concerns in support of their specific implementation efforts.

Q. HAVE OTHER STATE COMMISSIONS RULED ON LEC LNP SUSPENSION REQUESTS?

A. Yes. 1 am not familiar with all state commissions, but I do understand that the

Pennsylvania Commission concluded that “rural residents have as much right to
competitive choices as their more numerous urban counterparts” and that as a result,
rural LEC suspension Petitioners “must present competent evidence that such relief is

necessary under Section 251(&)(2).”16 In response to requests for suspension of LNP

'8 Perition of Rural and Small Incumbent Local Exchange Carriers for Commission Action Pursuant
to Section 251()(2) and 253(b) of the Telecommunications Act of 1996, Docket Nos. P-00971177 and

P-00971188, 1997 Pa. PUC LEXIS 146 at Y44 (Pennsylvania Public Utility Commission, July 10,
1997).
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obligations, several state commissions have rejected rural LEC technical and/or
financial arguments in support of their LNP suspension requests.”  Notably, the

Michigan Public Service Commission denied LNP suspension to two small rural

LECs stating:

“The Commission 1is unconvinced that the burdens will
disproportionately affect the Petitioners as compared with other
carriers. Indeed, the Petitioners have been on notice since 1996 to
prepare for implementation of LNP and replacement of new switches
should have been completed prior to the implementation date .... Any
~ deferment of the FCC’s number portability requirements beyond that
time [May 24, 2004] would be anti-competitive and anti-consumer.”*®

Although the Petitioners have sought relief from number portability requirements
through this proceeding, there is no reason why the competitive choice, enabled by
number portability, and already available to most people in South Dakota, should be

delayed for the Petitioners’ customers.

Q. ‘HAVE OTHER STATES DEALT WITH LNP SUSPENSION PETITIONS IN A DIFFERENT
MANNER?

17 See, e.g., Petition by the Alliance of North Carolina Independent Telephone Companies for Limited
Modification of the Requirement to Provide Number Portability, Order Dismissing Petition Without
Prejudice, Docket No. P-100, Sub 133r (North Carolina Utilities Comm’n, Oct. 7, 2003)(LNP
suspension petition dismissed for failure to meet burden of proof); Jowa Telecommunications
Services, Docket No. SPU-02-18 (SPU-02-19), 2003 Towa PUC LEXIS 141 (lowa Utilities Board,
April 15, 2003)(LNP suspension petition denied for failure to meet burden of proof); In the matter of
the application of Waldron Telephone Company and Ogden Telephone Company for temporary
suspension of wireline to wireless number portability obligations pursuant to §251()(2) of the federal
Telecommunications Act of 1996, as amended. Opinion and Order in Case Nos. U-13956 and U-
13958). (Michigan Public Service Commission, February 12, 2004.

'8 Tn the matter of the application of Waldron Telephone Company and Ogden Telephone Company
for temporary suspension of wireline to wireless number portability obligations pursuant to 251()(2)
of the Federal Telecommunications Act of 1996 as amended. (Opinion and Order in Case Nos.
U-13956 and U-13958.) (Michigan Public Service Commission, February 12, 2004.)

11
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Yes. Texas is a good example. The Texas Commission Staff was actively involved
in negotiating with rural telephone companies to shorten or withdraw their suspension
requests. The Staff was successful in resolving all ten original petitions™® but not

before they submitted the following testimony in the docket:

“] recommend the denial of the petitions of Valor and KTC to suspend
implementation until March 15, 2005 of the FCC’s Intermodal Order ...
I have determined that the Companies have failed to provide sufficient
information and demonstrate the stated factors pursuvant to FTA
§251(f)(2) to justify an extension ... The Companies further failed to
demonstrate that implementation of intermodal LNP prior to March 15,
2005 would be inconsistent with the public interest, convenience and
necessity of Texas customers. I further conclude that the Companies
have failed to take steps to comply with the Intermodal Order in a timely
manner after receiving bona fide requests (BFR) for intermodal porting.
As a consequence I recommend that the Companies be held accountable
for non-compliance with FTA § 251(£)(2), if they are not LNP capable
by May 24, 2004. Thus, the Companies would be subject to applicable

FCC enforcement proceedings and/or state commission enforcement
action, if applicable.*®

ARE THERE ANY REAL OPERATIONAL OR TECHNICAL ROADBLOCKS
- TO THE PETITIONERS’ IMPLEMENTATION OF NUMBER
PORTABILITY AS REQUIRED BY FCC RULES?

WHAT HAVE THE PETITIONERS’ IDENTIFIED AS ROADBLOCKS TO THE IMPLEMENTATION OF
NUMBER PORTABNTY?

In their Petitions and through discovery responses, the Petitioners have identified only

a few technical or feasibility issue in the implementation of local number portability:

1% See Texas SOAH Docket No 473-04-3034 PUC Docket 29278 “Petition of Wes-Tex Telephone -
Cooperative, Inc. et al, for Suspension of Wireless Number Portability Implementation”

20 prefiled Direct Testimony of Stephen Mendoza, Telecommunications Division, Public Utility
Commission of Texas in the matter of Petition of Wes-Tex Telephone Cooperative, Inc. et al, for

Suspension of Wireless Number Portability Implementation SOAH Docket No. 473-04-3034, PUC
Docket No. 29278, April 30, 2004. p 4 lines 5-21 and P 5 lines 1-8.

12
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The deadlines imposed for LNP implementation do not provide enough
time to implement number portability under the FCC rules.

Routing local traffic to numbers that have been ported to wireless carriers

(which has been mischaracterized as ‘location portability’) when there is

no direct connection between the Petitioner network and the wireless
carrier.

= Uncertainty associated with obligations of intermodal LNP

DO THESE REPRESENT REAL BARRIERS TO COMPLETING IMPLEMENTATION OF
NUMBER PORTABILITY OBLIGATIONS BY MAY 24, 2004?

No. The Petitioners have introduced these challenges, which are faced by all carriers
(wireline and wireless, urban and rural) implementing number portability, and have
characterized them as impossi‘tﬂe to overcome, “technically infeasible”, and/or
representing “a potential waste of resources ...”. This is simply not the case.

WHAT ABOUT THE TECHNICALLY INFEASIBLE CLAIM?

Other rural telephone companies do not concur in this: In recent testimony
concerning an LNP suspension petition in New Mexico, Steven D. Metts, a witness
co-sponsored by the New Mexico Exchange Carriers Group made the following

. 21
responsive statement™ :

Q. “Is it your contention that suspension of the FCC requirements is based
upon technological incapability for any of your companies?”

A. “No.”
Some of the Petitioner’s also concur that the implementation of LNP is not infeasible.
Beresford Telephone, in response to Western’s Discovery Request 9 made this

statement when asked about the feasibility of routing calls to ported numbers when

2 New Mexico Case No. 04-00017-UT, Hearing Transcript Day 1, p 51 lines 10-13, April 6, 2004

13
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there is no direct connection between carriers: “...it is not “technically infeasible” to

route such a call”.

DOES THE INTERMODAL PORTING OF NUMBERS ORDERED BY THE FCC CONSTITUTE LOCATION
PORTABILITY?

No, it is not location portability. The intermodal number portability ordered by the
FCC enables, for example, a residential LEC customer to substitute wireless service
for LEC service at the same location where that customer receives landline service.
This constitutes number portability, not location portability. Mr. Watkins’ testimony
exaggerates the circumstances but, in the end, concedes the FCC has already

addressed this in the Intermodal Porting Order.”

WHAT ABOUT PETITIONERS’ CONCERN REGARDING THE ROUTING OF TRAFFIC TO TELEPHONE
NUMBERS THAT HAVE BEEN PORTED TO WIRELESS CARRIERS?

The Petitioners imply that routing local traffic originating on their networks and
destined for a number ported to a wireless carrier 1s a difficult and unprecedented
requirement. This is not the case. There are economical ways to accomplish this at a

small fraction of what the Petitioners claim for “transport” costs.

‘WHY ARE THE PETITIONERS RAISING A CONCERN REGARDING INTERMODAL PORTING AND THEIR
LOCAL ROUTING OBLIGATIONS?

Under some circumstances, when there is no physical interconnection between a LEC
and a wireless carrier, the LEC will need to route a call to a ported number to the
serving tandem. This ié no different than the manner in which wireless carriers
terminate calls to many LEC exchanges in South Dakota today.

WHAT WOULD HAPPEN IF THIS TYPE OF ROUTING OF LOCAL CALLS DID NOT OCCUR?

22 Watkins’ Direct p24 lines 5-7.

14
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A call that was local before a number ported would either not be corﬁpleted or would
be required to be dialed as a toll call after the number was ported. Imagine a scenario
where your neighbor had to dial toll to reach your telephone number just because you
changed your service provider. It would make no sense.
IS THIS TYPE OF SEPARATE RATING AND ROUTING OF TRAFFIC A NEW PRACTICE?
No. This practice is permitted under industry guidelines associated with the
assignment of telephone ﬁumbers by the North American Numbering Plan
Administrator (NA'NPA)23 . In fact, Western Wireless has several implementations of

this throughout its service area.

ARE THE PEITITIONERS CONCERNS ABOUT THE UNCERTAINTY OF FUTURE FCC RULES ON LNP ANY
DIFFERENT THAN THOSE FACED BY OTHER CARRIERS THAT ARE ALREADY IMPLEMENTING LNP?

No; While there is some uncertainty in what the FCC will d6 in the future regarding
compensation matters, there is no uncertainty about the rating and routing obligations
relative to LNP. All carriers face these same hurdles: The rating of calls to a ported
number must remain as they were prior to the number being ported. And, it is the
originating carrier’s responsibility to properly route traffic to a ported number. The

FCC didn’t mandate a method to accomplish these obligations because there is not

just one way to overcome these hurdles.

3 The Central Office Code (NXX) Administration Guidelines (COCAG), published by the Alliance
for Telecommunications Industry Solutions on behalf of the Industry Number Committee, permit a

carrier to receive a rate center number assignment and designate a routing point for calls to those
numbers that is outside the rate center to which they are assigned.

15
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IV. IS THERE ANY EVIDENCE OF UNDUE ECONOMIC BURDEN

ASSOCIATED WITH PETITIONERS IMPLEMENTATION OF LOCAL NUMBER

PORTABILITY?

‘WHAT IS THE STANDARD FOR ESTABLISHING AN “UNDUE ECONOMIC BURDEN”?

Section 251(ﬂ'(2) permits the Commission to suspend a LEC’s LNP obligation if such
action is “necessary to avoid imposing a requirement that is unduly economically
burdensome.”* The Ohio Commission has held that the statutory phrase, “unduly
economically burdensome,” means economic burdens “beyond the economic burdens
typically associated with efficient competitive entry.”® The facts contained in the
Petitions do not meet the standard that would lead one to conclude the economic

burden exceeds that ‘typically associated with efficient competitive entry.’

HAVE YOU HAD ANY EXPERIENCE IN DEALING WITH THE REAL LIFE COSTS OF
LNP IMPLEMENTATION?

Yes I have had experience implementing LNP on Western Wireless’ own network.
This entailed the upgrading of switches, intergrating systems, implementing the LNP
with a CLEC and providing for SOA and LNP queries. I worked on these issues from

an operational, technical, and cost aspect.

ARE THE LNP COST PROJECTIONS IN THE PETITIONS A REASONABLE APPROXIMATION OF THE
COSTS OF IMPLEMENTING LNP FOR THE PETITIONERS?

The cost projections provided by the Petitioners grossly overstate the implementation

and operational costs of LNP. Both non-recurring ‘start-up’ and monthly recurring

2 47U.8.C. § 251(D2)(A)).

B Western Reserve Petition at 13.

16
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costs have been over estimated by the Petitioners; in some cases producing costs
many times a realistic projection.

PLEASE PROVIDE EXAMPLES OF THE OVERSTATEMENT OF CLAIMED LNP IMPLEMENTATION COSTS.
Although cost over-statements occur with most Petitioners in many éost categories,
based on evidence provided to date, overstatements of non-recurring LNP
implementation costs occur in the category “Other Internal Costs”. In this category,
the Petitioners have included costs to-deal with “porting contracts” and costs related

to the development of “Intercarrier Porting Forms”. These costs are grossly

overstated and, perhaps, should not be included at all: Contracts are not required for
porting between carriers and there are standard industry ‘porting’ forms available to
any carrier for a nominal fee. Some Petitioners have included fees for “SOA Non-
récurring set up charge” or non-recurring “Service Order Administration” when
estimated port volumes provide no justification for an automated SOA interface.
Unfortunately, many of the Petitioners have not provided sufficient information in
response to interrogatories to address the validity of switch upgrade cost claims at this
time. They have instead claimed the cost information is confidential and have refused

to provide it even though Western Wireless has executed a “confidentiality

agreement.”

~ PLEASE PROVIDE AN EXAMPLE OF THE OVERSTATEMENT OF CLAIMED LNP RECURRING COSTS.

Many c‘até‘gories of recurring costs are overstated. These include: “SOA Monthly
Charge” estimates that are based on a vendor quote for an automated interface with a
high minimum monthly charge, “Other Recurring Costs” that are overstated based on

